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Letter  
L1 

Response 
 Karen Huss, Sacramento Air Quality Management District 

July 10, 2013 
 

L1-1 Introductory remarks pertaining to the comment letter are noted. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

L1-2 In response to the comments provided, the text in the last paragraph on page 3.1-20 in 
Volume 4 of the DEIR has been modified, as follows. 

Operation of the level II infill correctional facility at the FSP/SAC Infill Site 
would not result in area- and mobile –source emissions that would exceed 
the SMAQMD’s applicable operational significance thresholds. Although 
development-generated stationary-source emissions would be additive, such 
emissions would be controlled and limited through SMAQMD’s permit 
process. Thus, operation-related regional emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors would not violate a standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation, and/or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. As a result, this impact would be less 
than significant.  

L1-3 CDCR has reviewed the discussion of the presence of naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) 
within the FSP/SAC Infill Site. The second paragraph under subheading, “Naturally 
Occurring Hazards,” on page 3.6-2 of Volume 4 of the DEIR provides the following 
information related to naturally occurring asbestos 

Although serpentine rocks are known to occur in Sacramento County, the infill site is 
underlain with primarily granodiorite (a coarser-grained, plutonic rock, similar to 
granite in composition but with more plagioclase feldspar). The California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, maps indicate that the 
nearest ultramafic rock unit is located north of Folsom Lake (CDC 2000). The infill 
site is located in an area with the least likelihood to contain naturally occurring 
asbestos. The area south of the infill site where the existing FSP and SAC facilities 
are located is mapped as moderately likely to contain natural occurring asbestos. 

This comment references Special Report 192 from the Department of Conservation: 
Relative Likelihood for the Presence of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in Eastern Sacramento 
County, California (Higgins and Clinkenbeard 2006). The last page of this report contains a 
map entitled, Relative Likelihood for the Presence of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in 
Eastern Sacramento County, California. In this map, roadways associated with the existing 
FSP/SAC facility are shown at the edge of an area delineated as “Areas Moderately Likely 
to Contain NOA.” The SAC/FSP Infill Site is located to the north of that area, within an area 
considered least likely to contain NOA. Based on this discussion, CDCR believes the EIR 
properly addresses the potential presence of NOA.  

L1-4 CDCR agrees with the comment that the project would be subject to the SMAQMD rules in 
effect at the time of construction.  
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Letter  
L2 

Response 
 Elizabeth Hurst, Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) 

July 10, 2013 
 

L2-1 Comments related to IEUA interest in the DEIR are noted. Responses to specific comments 
pertaining to the analysis are provided below. 

L2-2 The commenter is correct that the CIM was not evaluated at a level equal to the other four 
sites due to issues related to infrastructure capacity. Additional analysis of potential impacts 
pursuant to CEQA would be required if CDCR were to select CIM. 

L2-3 IEUA’s request for notification related to possible future expansion of CIM is noted. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response need be provided. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-91 

 

  



Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR  Ascent Environmental 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
3-92 Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 

Letter  
L3 

Response 
 Kamal Atwal, County of Sacramento 

July 18, 2013 
 

L3-1  The commenter states they have no comments on the DEIR. This comment is noted. 
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Letter  
L4 

Response 
 Aaron Brusatori, PE, Amador County 

July 19, 2013 
 

L4-1 Introductory remarks to the comment letter are noted. Specific comments on the DEIR and 
the related responses are provided below. 

L4-2 Implementation of the Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project would not completely 
eliminate the use of onsite spray fields at MCSP. Rather, as proposed, implementation of 
the project at this site would result in a reduction of up to 103 acres from the existing 296 net 
acres of spray fields. Wastewater effluent that would have otherwise been distributed onto 
these fields would be directed to a new effluent spray field located on existing agricultural 
land west of the City of Ione’s WWTP on private property known as Greenrock Ranch. It is 
anticipated the effluent would be used to cultivate alfalfa and similar fodder crops (refer to 
the last paragraph on page 2-11 and Exhibit 2-5 of Volume 3 of the DEIR). In the future, and 
not as part of this project, CDCR could consider securing more fields from Greenrock Ranch 
for the balance of effluent generated by the MCSP WWTP, and CDCR would no longer use 
the other spray fields (not affected by the project) at MCSP. 

With regards to the potential for the City to operate one or more new effluent spray fields as 
described in the last paragraph on page 3.7-16 of Volume 3 of the DEIR: 

Ultimately, CDCR may opt to send part or all of its treated secondary effluent to the 
City of Ione WWTP, however … [i]f the remaining MCSP spray fields discontinue 
operation (not currently planned), additional environmental analysis and CEQA 
compliance may be required to address the need for additional irrigable land 
requirement. 

L4-3 Based on initial effluent treatment and disposal evaluations conducted by CDCR and GHD, 
CDCR, pending an agreement with the City of Ione, would direct flows from MCSP through 
the existing pipe to the City of Ione where they would be directed to the new spray fields. No 
additional wastewater treatment of the effluent from MCSP by the City of Ione WWTP would 
be needed because the prison’s plant provides adequate treatment and disinfection in 
accordance with its waste-discharge permit. CDCR has determined that the existing storage 
capacity of the MCSP and Preston Reservoirs is sufficient to store effluent for the new spray 
field (Lindow 2013). However, CDCR is planning to contract with the City of Ione to develop 
additional infrastructure (irrigation pipe, sprinklers, etc.) for new spray fields. The contract 
would cover the additional cost burden associated with CDCR’s infrastructure needs and 
operation of the new spray fields.  

 Pursuant to SB 1022, CDCR is planning to activate the proposed infill facilities by the end of 
2016. Based on CDCR’s evaluation of the current and projected waste water treatment and 
effluent disposal needs the proposed additional spray fields would not be needed until 
approximately the end of the first quarter of 2017 because treated effluent is typically stored 
in the winter months. This means that CDCR has several months within which to secure and 
develop new effluent spray fields through a contract with the City. This is considered to be a 
reasonable schedule within which the City can complete its initial construction of additional 
spray fields. The “construction” would involve relatively modest equipment including 
installation of new pipelines to transport effluent, new irrigation pipes/equipment, run-off 
return systems, potentially a small on-line storage reservoir, and groundwater/surface water 
run-off monitoring systems. 
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 While not its preferred option if the City will not be able to complete the proposed spray field 
project by early 2016 CDCR will evaluate other options, including reaching a direct 
agreement with the Greenrock Ranch or another landowner. The proposed infill complex 
would not be made operational until such time as adequate effluent disposal capacity is 
available, whether through the City, additional CDCR property, or a third-party landowner. 
Should such a change to the project occur, CDCR would evaluate the need for 
supplemental analysis pursuant to CEQA at that time. However, as of October 1, 2013, 
CDCR has reached a preliminary agreement with the City to 1) contract with the City for the 
design and construction of the necessary infrastructure to transfer additional effluent from 
MCSP to the proposed spray fields; 2) secure a long term land lease for the spray fields; 3) 
secure a new or amended waste discharge permit for the operation of the spray fields; and, 
4) install groundwater wells and monitor groundwater quality. As noted on page 3.7-16 of 
Volume 3 of the DEIR, CDCR is also evaluating, in cooperation with the City, potential 
opportunities for additional effluent reuse that could remove the need for disposal of effluent 
on CDCR property at MCSP.  

L4-4 CDCR appreciates the concerns raised by the commenter with respect to the potential for 
future upset conditions. CDCR has been diligent in its efforts to remove the Cease and 
Desist Order imposed on it by the RWQCB, which was accomplished in July of this year, 
and, even with removal of the order, is planning an upgrade to the plant. The upgrade of the 
plant and use of the new disposal fields will be subject to RWQCB permitting and approval, 
and will serve to increase the effectiveness and reliability of the plant. Therefore, additional 
future upset conditions are not foreseeable. CDCR intends to operate the upgraded plant to 
avoid the upset conditions that occurred several years ago. Significant water quality impacts 
are, therefore, not expected.  

L4-5 The commenter is correct that there is wastewater quality data gathered by CDCR that 
documents groundwater quality conditions on CDCR property. This information was 
provided as part of the DEIR in summary form on page 3.7-8 of Volume 3. Due to the 
proximity of the Castle Oaks wells to the infill site and MCSP spray fields, the DEIR included 
water quality data from the Castle Oaks wells in addition to the CDCR well data. Both sets of 
data are considered to be appropriate for the purposes of assessing impacts associated with 
the proposed project. 

L4-6 When VOCs (including THMs) come into contact with oxygen, they react with it and volatilize 
into the air. Reaction with oxygen can occur in aerobic storage basins near the surface, and 
through sprinkler irrigation of treated effluent. VOC volatilization is correlated with length of 
irrigation spray from emitter. The citation requested by this comment is a 2006 report by 
Kenneth Pohlig titled Investigation of Trihalomethane Generation and Fate at 25 Municipal 
Wastewater Treatment Plants in North Carolina. This report is available at the following web 
address: http://www.ncsafewater.org/Pics/Training/AnnualConference/ 
AC08TechnicalPapers/Wastewater/AC08WWTues0245_Pohlig.pdf. The commenter does 
not provide any evidence or citation related to the assertion that low levels of VOC have 
been detected in local groundwater.  

L4-7 In analyzing the proposed project, historic nitrogen loading rates were developed based on 
an analysis of treated effluent application to individual spray fields using a nutrient 
management tool (i.e. computer model). Daily irrigation flow rates used in the model were 
recorded in the field on a daily basis; the nitrogen and TDS concentrations were measured 
each week. For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the concentrations are 
similar throughout the week. This assumption is considered reasonable and valid due to the 
small variation in the concentration data from week to week. The nitrogen concentration is 
multiplied by the flow to yield a mass rate of application pound/acre (lb/ac) per day. The 
same process was applied to the TDS data, which also results in a mass rate of TDS 
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application in lb/ac per day. Further, treatment plant upgrades are planned as part of a 
separate project, as stated on page 3.7-8 of Volume 3 of the DEIR. 

Average daily values were calculated from 2007 through 2012 based on the treated effluent 
applied. The average value for nitrogen was 10 lb/ac per day. The average nitrogen loading 
was 13 lb/ac per year, with a peak month application of 47 lb/ac per month. The average 
value for TDS was 5 lb/ac per day. The average TDS loading was 9 lb/ac per year, with a 
peak month application of 50 lb/ac per month. These values (with few exceptions) are 
applied at agronomic rates (i.e., a rate that will achieve crop production goals) provided that 
grass (or other vegetation) is growing on the applied fields. Historic rates of TDS 
concentrations are below 450 mg/L, which is the average monthly effluent limitation for the 
storage ponds. At that level, there is no restriction on use for application of that recycled 
water. At these concentrations and loadings, there would be no effect on alfalfa at the 
proposed spray fields. Increasing loadings would not occur due to permit effluent limitations 
and state and federal water quality criteria. Therefore, land application of recycled water (at 
agronomic rates) is not anticipated to substantially affect groundwater quality. 

L4-8 The planned treatment plant improvements at MCSP will provide more reliable wastewater 
treatment in both hydraulic and solids treatment. These improvements are projected to 
result in reduction of concentrations of certain effluent constituents.  

Based on the total population projections at MCSP with the proposed infill complex and the 
area of onsite spray fields that would remain and be used at MCSP, a water balance and 
nutrient balance spreadsheet was developed to determine the additional spray field area 
that would be required offsite to adequately accommodate MCSP’s total wastewater 
discharge needs. The proposed agricultural spray fields would be in alfalfa production and 
would be relatively flat. Because of these conditions, these fields would be able to process a 
greater amount of treated effluent agronomically and hydraulically compared to the existing 
spray fields at MCSP, resulting in a reduction in total acreage needed. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment L4-7 regarding nutrient loading calculations. 

L4-9 While the commenter suggests that population trends at state prisons could exceed 200 
percent design capacity, this is no longer considered a possible scenario. Historically, 
prisons populations have operated well above design capacity. However, several legal 
actions, including orders to reduce overcrowding by the US Supreme Court and other 
federal courts, have resulted in changes to the operation of the Statewide prison system, as 
noted in Section 2.1 of Volume 1 of the DEIR. As a result, the level of overcrowding that had 
occurred in the past at MCSP is not reasonably foreseeable. The supporting programs and 
services within each facility have been specifically designed and sized to accommodate the 
proposed inmate populations identified in Chapter 3 of Volume 1 of the DEIR. 

 With respect to MCSP’s WWTP and previous Cease and Desist Orders, the Central Valley 
RWQCB has acknowledged the steps that CDCR has taken to ensure adequate treatment 
and capacity at MCSP’s WWTP and has rescinded the cease and desist order that had 
been previously adopted by the RWQCB, as of July 30, 2013. 

L4-10 Refer to Response to Comment L4-9. 

L4-11 The Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project, by siting potential new facilities adjacent to 
existing CDCR facilities, looks to take advantage of existing staff and facilities at the existing 
prisons to serve the proposed new facilities. These include administrative services as well 
as several support services. This would result in a lower per inmate wastewater generation 
rate, in and of itself. Further, CDCR is committed, as noted on page 3-13 of Volume 1 of the 
DEIR, to achieving LEED Silver or higher design standards at the new facilities. Part of the 
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LEED rating system pertains to water conservation and by achieving LEED Silver or better 
CDCR would be committed to reducing water consumption and wastewater generation. 
When CDCR initially built MCSP, many of the water conservation measures that the project 
will be able to take advantage of to reduce wastewater generation were not available.  

L4-12 The text in the second paragraph on page 3.12-8 of Volume 3 of the DEIR is revised as 
follows: 

CDCR contracts with Amador County for solid waste disposal services. Amador 
County contracts the collection, transport, and disposal of solid waste to ACES 
Waste Services, Inc., a private solid waste disposal company located at 19801 Berry 
Street in Pine Grove. The area encompassing the infill site is currently served by 
ACES. Amador County has a residential recycling program in place for the entire 
County. In less heavily populated areas, colored recycling bags are provided by 
ACES for recycling pick up. Both programs accept a wide range of materials, do not 
require sorting, and are free to all customers. 

L4-13 CDCR has conducted waste recycling at all its prisons, including MCSP, for a number of 
years. This practice would be continued with the project. As stated in the second paragraph on 
page 3.12-16 in Volume 3 of the DEIR, “[t]he level II infill correctional facility complex would 
have its own recycling program …” The inclusion of this recycling program would reduce the 
volume of project waste associated with implementation of the project. The generation rate of 
3.6 pounds per inmate per day represents the expected amount of solid waste from the 
facility, including implementation of recycling programs (Impact 3.12-4a and b).  

L4-14 Introductory remarks are noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised in this comment. 

L4-15 Exhibit 3.11-6 (back and front) comprises pages 3.11-35 and 3.11-36 of Volume 3 of the 
DEIR. There is not a page-numbering error. 

L4-16 Table 3.11-13 of Volume 3 of the DEIR contains the Approved Projects for the Existing Plus 
Approved scenario, while Table 4-1 contains the projects assumed for Cumulative 
conditions. The two tables are not intended to match.  

 As stated on page 3.11-38 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, the approved projects listed in the 
Newman Ridge Quarry Traffic Impact Study (Abrams Associates, 2012) plus the Newman 
Ridge project itself were used to develop existing plus approved projects traffic volumes. 
This approach was confirmed with Amador County and ACTC. The Buena Vista Casino was 
not included as an approved project in the Newman Ridge study. Further, the Buena Vista 
Casino is not considered reasonably foreseeable as funding for the construction of the 
proposed casino has not been secured (Amador Ledger Dispatch 2013).  

L4-17 Please refer to Response to Comments S1-2 and S1-3. As described, Mitigation Measure 
3.11-1 (DEIR Volume 3) requires CDCR to pay the City of Ione’s areawide transportation 
fees and Amador County’s regional transportation fee, and to negotiate a fair-share fee with 
ACTC for intersection improvements, which would consist of CDCR’s fair share contribution 
towards the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of SR 104, SR 88, and Jackson 
Valley Road. The project’s share of traffic at the SR 88/104/Jackson Valley Road (east) 
intersection is estimated to be 3.6 percent. ACTC (and its member agencies) evaluates 
regional transportation needs, and determines which should be funded and why. CDCR’s 
consultant team met with ACTC staff during preparation of the DEIR. During that meeting it 
was confirmed that installation of a signal at the intersection of Jackson Valley Road/SR 
104/SR 88 was not included in the RTP and there are no assurances it would be added to 
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the RTP (Field, pers. comm., 2013). Without an adopted fair share fee program (or any 
improvement programs) in place, payment of fees would not result in improvement to the 
intersection such that a less than significant impact would result. As shown in Response to 
Comment S1-2, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 on page 3.11-27 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has 
been amended to more accurately reflect the fees that would be paid to the County and City. 
Please refer to Response to Comment L4-18 for a more detailed response to the County’s 
statement regarding fair share contributions towards unplanned improvements. 

L4-18 Please refer to Responses to Comments S1-2, S1-3 and L4-17. Although CDCR would 
contribute fees, there is no assurance they would be used to improve the subject roadway. 
Further, the County already collects fees for regional improvements, which CDCR agrees it 
will pay. This type of improvement, a roadway to which CDCR contributes 0.8 percent of 
total traffic, is the type of improvement typically funded by a regional fee program. CDCR 
has no role in how ACTC allocates its priorities for funds, but clearly this is a roadway to 
which substantial traffic has been added by regional development. Nonetheless, CDCR will 
contribute a fair-share fee per negotiations with ACTC to mitigate the project’s impact. As 
with all regional fee programs, the funds to be paid by CDCR are intended to fund the fair 
share connection to the project’s transportation needs.  

L4-19 A stand-alone traffic impact study was not prepared; the full modeling results are included 
as an appendix to the DEIR.  

L4-20 Comment noted.  
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Letter  
L5 

Response 
 Andy Okoro, City of Norco 

July 23, 2013 
 

L5-1 The commenter’s general objection to assertions made in the DEIR is noted. Responses to 
specific objections are provided in Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California 
Rehabilitation Center, Norco, and the Responses to Comments L5-2 through L5-9. 

L5-2 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. 

L5-3 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco. With the recent approval of SB 105 on September 12, 2013, the closure of 
CRC is no longer associated with the legislative mandate in SB 1022 that directed CDCR to 
cease operations at this prison upon completion of construction of the authorized level II infill 
facilities by no later than December 31,2016 and has been suspended indefinitely.  

L5-4 The comment incorrectly interprets a statement made in the DEIR regarding funding for 
modifications. The statement in the DEIR that is referred to in this comment was intended to 
make it clear that there was no funding to modify the existing structures. If the structures 
were proposed for modification, it could have resulted in a significant, adverse, physical 
environmental impact. Further, closure of CRC has been suspended indefinitely and is no 
longer a consequence of the proposed project. Please refer to Master Response 2, 
Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco for further clarification.  

L5-5 The comment reflects the City’s opinion regarding the proposed measures to maintain and 
secure the CRC property upon closure and is noted. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. Please 
refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco 
regarding SB 105 and the removal of closure of CRC from the proposed project. 

L5-6 The comment includes a suggestion for 24-hour staffed security and reflects the City’s 
opinion of historic operations with regard to historic and potentially historic structures at 
CRC. At this point, because closure is no longer proposed, post-closure considerations are 
no longer relevant. Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California 
Rehabilitation Center, Norco regarding SB 105 and the suspension of the closure of CRC as 
a result of the proposed project. 

L5-7 The comment reflects the City’s opinion of historic operations with regard to historic and 
potentially historic structures at CRC and is noted. Additionally, please refer to Master 
Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco for information 
regarding the suspension of closure of CRC, as well as fiscal limitations in the maintenance 
of CDCR facilities and the un-used structures within prison grounds, such as the Norconian 
Hotel.  

L5-8 CDCR did conduct further historic structures evaluations of the CRC property in 2000 during 
preparation of an Initial Study/Negative Declaration for the Level II Men’s Dormitory 
Replacement Project, and CDCR is currently coordinating with the Department of General 
Services, Real Estate Services Division on an inventory of prison structures at or exceeding 
50 years old. However, this comment has no relevance to the proposed SB 1022 level II infill 
projects since the approval of SB 105, which suspends closure of CRC indefinitely. Please 
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refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco 
for further clarification.  

L5-9 This comment states that CDCR has a state-mandated responsibility/obligation to 
maintain/restore historic resources within its control. It is assumed that the 
obligation/requirement to which the commenter refers is PRC 5024(a), which states that 
each state agency shall formulate policies to preserve and maintain, when prudent and 
feasible, all state-owned historical resources under its jurisdiction…” The limits of annual 
funding for the repair and maintenance of CDCR facilities is the principal factor in what 
CDCR considers a prudent and feasible expenditure of funds. In contrast to mission critical 
structures such as inmate housing units, security systems, infrastructure, and 
medical/mental health treatment facilities, it is not appropriate to expend limited annual 
funds appropriated for repairs on buildings not in active use for inmate housing and/or 
programs; the existing annual repair funds must be directed to higher priority repairs, 
including emergency repairs. Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of 
California Rehabilitation Center, Norco for a further description of annual funding for the 
repair and maintenance of CDCR facilities. 
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Letter  
L6 

Response 
 Amador County Transportation Commission 

July 25, 2013 
 

L6-1 Introductory comments are noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised in this comment. 

L6-2 Responses to comments made by Kittelson & Associates, Inc. are included as Responses 
to Comments L6-9 through L6-25. As shown in these responses, substantial modifications to 
the analysis of the DEIR are not required. Please refer to Responses to Comments L6-9 
through L6-25 for further clarification.  

L6-3 The DEIR used LOS E for SR 16 in Sacramento County to reflect Caltrans’ standard for this 
segment of the road. However, Sacramento County designates LOS D as the minimum 
acceptable LOS for roads outside the urban services boundary. The text of the DEIR on 
page 3.11-8 of Volume 3 has been modified as follows to reflect LOS D as the minimum 
acceptable LOS for SR 16 in Sacramento County: 

 LOS E is the minimum acceptable LOS for SR 16 in Sacramento County per 
Caltrans. However, Sacramento County’s minimum acceptable LOS for roads 
outside its urban services boundary, including SR 16, is LOS D. 

No new impacts would occur as a result of this change to the DEIR because the minimum 
acceptable LOS of D would not be exceeded along SR 16 (see Tables 3.11-9, 3.11-14, and 
3.11-16 in Volume 3 of the Draft EIR). Therefore, no additional analysis or recirculation of 
the DEIR is required.  

L6-4 Please refer to Responses to Comments S1-2, S1-3, L4-17, and L4-18 pertaining to the 
proposed project’s impact at the intersection of SR 104/SR 88/Jackson Valley Road. The 
project would generate 3.6 percent of the traffic at this intersection. This was computed by 
dividing the project’s p.m. peak hour trips that would use this intersection by the total new 
p.m. peak hour traffic increase projected at this intersection. The computation is 20 divided 
by 562 which equals 3.6 percent. The Regional Traffic Mitigation Fee (RTMF) can be 
computed by multiplying the project weekday trip generation (764 daily trips) by the regional 
fee of $388. This would equate to 764 times $388, which equals $296,432. In addition, as 
noted in Response to Comment S1-2, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 has been revised to clarify 
that CDCR will negotiate a fair-share contribution with ACTC for improvements to the SR 
88/104/Jackson Valley Road (east) intersection. 

L6-5 The DEIR evaluated potential impacts on local roadways within Ione against both the City of 
Ione and ACTC/Caltrans standards for LOS, where appropriate. With respect to City of Ione 
LOS standards, potentially significant impacts related to City facilities, per the City’s LOS 
standards, were not identified as part of the DEIR. However, with respect to City traffic 
mitigation fees, CDCR will provide funds, estimated at $244,640 for payment of appropriate 
fees derived from the City’s current fee program. This fee was derived based on the City of 
Ione traffic fee of $3,058/dwelling unit (DU). CDCR divided its total daily trips associated with 
the project (764) by the Institute of Transportation Engineers rate of 9.57 trips per DU to 
derive an equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) total of 80. 80 EDU was then multiplied by the per-
dwelling-unit fee of $3,058, which equals $244,640. As noted in Response to Comment 
S1-2, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 on page 3.11-27 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has been 
amended to reflect payment of fees to the City of Ione. 
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L6-6 As stated in Mitigation Measure 3.11-4 on page 3.11-37 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, CDCR will 
consult with applicable transportation agencies, which would include ACTC. 

L6-7 As noted in the DEIR on page 3.11-3 of Volume 3, vehicle trips associated with the transfer 
of inmates to and from the proposed complex would be minimal. Further, the analysis of 
inmate transfers in the DEIR accounted for total inmate transfers to the infill site from the 
rest of the state prison system. Current estimates of potential transfers to and from the infill 
site to CDCR’s Stockton facility would be less than one trip per week. As a result, additional 
analysis as part of the DEIR is not considered necessary, as any increases in traffic 
between Stockton and Ione as a result of travel between CDCR’s Stockton facility and the 
proposed project would be minimal and indistinguishable from background traffic trips. 

L6-8 CDCR will provide responses to comments made on the DEIR to commenting public 
agencies no less than 10 days prior to certification of the EIR, consistent with Section 
15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, consistent with the request made in this comment. 

L6-9 Introductory comments are noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental 
analysis were raised in this comment. 

L6-10 HCM 2010 had not been released at the time the traffic study was initiated. However, the 
differences in the analysis methodologies pertain largely to unsignalized intersections 
between HCM 2000 and HCM 2010. Based on a review of potential impacts associated with 
the proposed project, the differences between the two methodologies would result in minor 
amendments to the analysis and no new impacts. Revision of the DEIR is not considered 
necessary or required in order to accurately evaluate and mitigate the potential impacts of 
the proposed project. 

L6-11 Please refer to Response to Comment L6-3. 

L6-12 With respect to the evaluation of development of the infill site at MCSP, the cumulative 
conditions analysis assumes all projects included in the 2012 RTP Circulation Improvement 
Program Tier I Improvements (Full Funding Reasonably Assured) will be in place. This list 
has been included as Appendix A to the FEIR. None of the projects included on the Tier I list 
affect the study roadway segments or intersections for this study. 

L6-13 The peak hour factor converts an hourly volume to a peak 15-minute flow rate, and is 
therefore a measure of how concentrated the traffic volume is in time. A lower peak hour 
factor means a greater concentration of traffic volume. In general, the peak hour factor will 
increase as traffic volume increases. That is, as more traffic uses a roadway, drivers adjust 
their travel time within the peak hour to avoid the peak 15 minutes.  

The peak hour factors used in the analysis are based on measured traffic volumes and 
range from 0.69 to 0.97 at the study intersections. To avoid missing a potential impact, the 
existing peak hour factors were used for the cumulative conditions analysis. For 
intersections that have a peak hour factor lower than 0.92, increasing the value to 0.92 
would show improved conditions. For intersections that have a peak hour factor greater than 
0.92, decreasing the value to 0.92 would show worse conditions. However, as mentioned 
above, a decrease in the peak hour factor is unlikely with the increase in traffic volume that 
occurs under cumulative conditions. As a result, no change was made to the peak hour 
factors used in the analysis. 

L6-14 Please refer to Responses to Comments S1-2, S1-3, L4-17 and L4-18.  
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L6-15 As stated in Response to Comment S1-3, the fair share calculation is based on the Caltrans’ 
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. The document states that this is a preliminary estimate and 
starting point for the fair share calculation. Like all projects in the region, however, CDCR 
will pay its fair share based on City of Ione and ACTC mitigation fees. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments L6-4 and L6-5.  

L6-16 Please refer to Response to Comment L6-15. 

L6-17 Visitor arrival assumptions were based on CDCR’s experience operating prisons throughout 
California. In CDCR’s experience, visitation that is not “by appointment only” typically result 
in visitors arriving early, as visitation is on a first come, first served basis. As a result, visitors 
tend to arrive early to avoid long waits.  

L6-18 The source of the trip generation rates is the data provided by CDCR regarding 
employment, visitors, deliveries, and other services. CDCR bases the estimates on 
observations and trip counts at various CDCR facilities throughout the State. The ITE Trip 
Generation Manual is a reference guide for use when the trip generation of a proposed 
project is unknown. Because the trip generation characteristics of the proposed project are 
expected to be very similar to other existing facilities, the data provided by CDCR is a better 
estimation of trip generation than the ITE Trip Generation manual could provide. 

L6-19 As stated on page 3.11-8 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, the traffic counts were conducted in 
January and February 2013. The exact dates of the traffic counts are:  

Intersections 

1. SR 16 (Jackson Road)/Ione Road – 2/21/2013 
2. SR 16/SR 124 – 2/21/2013 
3. SR 104/Ione Michigan Bar Road – 2/12/2013 
4. SR 104/Irish Hill Road – 2/21/2013 
5. SR 104/MCSP Driveway – 1/15/2013 
6. SR 104/Castle Oaks Drive – 2/12/2013 
7. Preston Ave (SR 104)/E. Plymouth Highway (SR 124) – 2/12/2013 
8. Main St/Preston Avenue – 2/12/2013 
9. E. Main St/S. Church Street – 2/12/2013 
10. E. Main St/S. Ione Street – 2/12/2013 
11. SR 104/S. Ione Street/E. Marlette Street – 2/21/2013 
12. SR 124/SR 88 – 2/12/2013 
13. SR 104/SR 88/Jackson Valley Road – 2/12/2013 

Roadway Segments 

Daily roadway segment volumes were obtained from the Caltrans Traffic Data Branch’s 
2011 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume database. For locations where data on 
AADT volumes are not available, daily traffic volumes were calculated based on the peak 
hour traffic volumes at the nearest intersection and information obtained from the 2011 Peak 
Hour Volumes Data Report (Caltrans, 2011). 

L6-20 Tables 3.11-4, 3.11-10, 3.11-15, and 3.11-17 of Volume 3 of the DEIR have been amended 
to include a column that identifies the “Minimum Acceptable LOS,” as shown below. This 
modification of the DEIR does not alter the analysis contained therein and does not 
necessitate recirculation of the DEIR. 
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Table 3.11-4 Roadway Segment Levels of Service Results – Existing Conditions 

Roadway Location Roadway Type 
Minimum 

Acceptable 
LOS 

Volume1 LOS 
Volume-to-
Capacity 

Ratio 
Michigan Bar Road North of SR 104 Collector, Class III C 2,200 B 0.13 
SR 104 West of Michigan Bar Road Collector, Class II D 2,400 B 0.14 
SR 104 East of MCSP Driveway Collector, Class II D 4,300 C 0.25 
SR 124 (E. 
Plymouth Highway) North of SR 104 Arterial, Class II D 4,500 B 0.24 

S. Ione Street South of Main Street Arterial, Class II F 6,200 C 0.33 
S. Church Street South of Main Street Arterial, Class II F 6,000 C 0.32 

Preston Road North of E. Plymouth 
Highway/Shakeley Lane Arterial, Class II F 7,400 C 0.39 

Preston Road South of E. Plymouth 
Highway/Shakeley Lane Arterial, Class II F 9,300 C 0.49 

Main Street Between Preston Avenue 
and S. Church Street Arterial, Class II F 9,400 D 0.50 

SR 88 West of SR 124 Arterial, Class I C 9,400 C 0.47 
SR 88 East of SR 104 Arterial, Class I C 8,500 C 0.42 
Notes: Unacceptable operations are highlighted in bold text. 
1 Two-way daily traffic volumes.  
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2013 

 

Table 3.11-10 Roadway Segment Level of Service Results – 
Existing plus Level II Infill Correctional Facility Complex Conditions 

Roadway Location Roadway Type 
Minimum 

Acceptable 
LOS 

Existing Existing plus Complex 

Volume1 LOS v/c  
Ratio2 Volume1 LOS v/c  

Ratio2 
Michigan Bar 

Road North of SR 104 Collector, Class 
III C 2,200 B 0.13 2,376 B 0.14 

SR 104 West of Michigan Bar 
Road 

Collector, Class 
II D 2,400 B 0.14 2,553 B 0.15 

SR 104 East of MCSP 
Driveway 

Collector, Class 
II D 4,300 C 0.25 4,735 C 0.28 

SR 124 (E. 
Plymouth 
Highway) 

North of SR 104 Arterial, Class II D 4,500 B 0.24 4,584 B 0.24 

S. Ione Street South of Main Street Arterial, Class II F 6,200 C 0.333 6,306 C 0.33 
S. Church Street South of Main Street Arterial, Class II F 6,000 C 0.32 6,115 C 0.32 

Preston Road 
North of E. Plymouth 
Highway/Shakeley 

Lane 
Arterial, Class II F 7,400 C 0.39 7,814 C 0.41 

Preston Road 
South of E. Plymouth 
Highway/Shakeley 

Lane 
Arterial, Class II F 9,300 C 0.49 9,542 D 0.50 

Main Street 
Between Preston 
Avenue and S. 
Church Street 

Arterial, Class II F 9,400 D 0.50 9,621 D 0.51 

SR 88 West of SR 124 Arterial, Class I C 9,400 C 0.47 9,515 C 0.47 
SR 88 East of SR 104 Arterial, Class I C 8,500 C 0.42 8,584 C 0.42 

Notes: Unacceptable operations are highlighted in bold text. 
1 Two-way daily traffic volumes  
2 v/c = volume-to-capacity 
Source: Fehr & Peers 2013 

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-189 

Table 3.11-15 Roadway Segment Level of Service Results – 
Existing plus Approved Projects plus Project Conditions (Complex) 

Roadway Location Roadway 
Type 

Minimum 
Acceptable 

LOS 

Existing plus Approved 
Projects 

Existing plus Approved  
Projects plus Complex 

Volume1 LOS v/c Ratio2 Volume1 LOS v/c Ratio2 
Michigan Bar 

Road North of SR 104 Collector, 
Class III C 2,560 B 0.15 2,736 B 0.16 

SR 104 West of Michigan 
Bar Road 

Collector, 
Class II D 2,870 B 0.17 3,023 B 0.18 

SR 104 East of MCSP 
Driveway 

Collector, 
Class II D 5,520 C 0.33 5,955 C 0.35 

SR 124 (E. 
Plymouth 
Highway) 

North of SR 104 Arterial, 
Class II D 5,590 C 0.30 5,674 C 0.30 

S. Ione Street South of Main Street Arterial, 
Class II F 7,710 C 0.41 7,816 C 0.41 

S. Church Street South of Main Street Arterial, 
Class II F 7,370 C 0.39 7,485 C 0.40 

Preston Road 
North of E. Plymouth 
Highway/Shakeley 

Lane 

Arterial, 
Class II F 8,960 C 0.47 9,374 D 0.50 

Preston Road 
South of E. Plymouth 

Highway/Shakeley 
Lane 

Arterial, 
Class II F 11,540 D 0.61 11,782 D 0.62 

Main Street 
Between Preston 
Avenue and S. 
Church Street 

Arterial, 
Class II F 11,670 D 0.62 11,891 D 0.63 

SR 88 West of SR 124 Arterial, 
Class I C 10,160 C 0.50 10,275 C 0.51 

SR 88 East of SR 104 Arterial, 
Class I C 10,520 D 0.52 10,604 D 0.52 

Notes: Unacceptable operations are highlighted in bold text. Shaded text indicates a potentially significant impact. 
1 Two-way daily traffic volumes  
2 v/c = volume-to-capacity 
Source: Fehr & Peers 2013 
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Table 3.11-17 Roadway Segment Level of Service Results –  
Cumulative plus Project Conditions (Complex) 

Roadway Location Roadway Type 

Minimum 
Acceptable 

LOS 
Cumulative Cumulative plus 

Complex 

Volume1 LOS v/c 
Ratio2 Volume1 LOS v/c 

Ratio2 
Michigan Bar 

Road North of SR 104 Collector, Class 
III C 2,560 B 0.15 2,736 B 0.16 

SR 104 West of Michigan Bar 
Road 

Collector, Class 
II D 2,870 B 0.17 3,023 B 0.18 

SR 104 East of MCSP 
Driveway 

Collector, Class 
II D 5,520 C 0.33 5,955 C 0.35 

SR 124 (E. 
Plymouth 
Highway) 

North of SR 104 Arterial, Class II D 6,430 C 0.34 6,514 C 0.34 

S. Ione Street South of Main Street Arterial, Class II F 9,220 C 0.49 9,326 D 0.49 
S. Church Street South of Main Street Arterial, Class II F 7,480 C 0.40 7,595 C 0.40 

Preston Road 
North of E. Plymouth 

Highway/ 
Shakeley Lane 

Arterial, Class II F 10,860 D 0.57 11,274 D 0.60 

Preston Road 
South of E. Plymouth 
Highway/ Shakeley 

Lane 
Arterial, Class II F 10,560 D 0.56 10,802 D 0.57 

Main Street 
Between Preston 
Avenue and S. 
Church Street 

Arterial, Class II F 13,050 D 0.69 13,271 D 0.70 

SR 88 West of SR 124 Arterial, Class I C 10,160 C 0.50 10,275 C 0.51 
SR 88 East of SR 104 Arterial, Class I C 14,820 D 0.73 14,904 D 0.74 

Notes: Unacceptable operations are highlighted in bold text. Shaded text indicates a potentially significant impact. 
1 Two-way daily traffic volumes  
2 v/c = volume-to-capacity 
Source: Fehr & Peers 2013 

 

L6-21 The following section from page 3.11-34 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has been amended to 
clarify the peak hours in which the intersections operate at or near capacity. It should be 
noted that this information was already provided within the text of this passage but has been 
rearranged to provide the requested clarity.  

The traffic impacts during construction would depend on the construction workers’ 
shifts. Construction traffic could result in temporary impacts at the following facilities 
that currently operate at or near their LOS thresholds. Facilities not listed are not 
approaching the LOS threshold and are not expected to result in a significant impact: 

 SR 16/SR 24 – threshold = LOS C; operates at LOS B during the (a.m., midday, 
and p.m. peak hours) – operates at LOS B; threshold = LOS C 

 SR 104/Ione Michigan Bar Road – threshold = LOS C; operates at LOS B during 
the (a.m. and midday peak hours) – operates at LOS B; threshold = LOS C 

 SR 104/Irish Hill Road – threshold LOS C; operates at LOS B during the (a.m., 
midday, and p.m. peak hours) – operates at LOS B; threshold = LOS C 

 SR 104/SR 88/Jackson Valley Road – threshold = LOS D; operates at LOS D 
during the a.m. and midday peak hours and LOS F during the p.m. peak 
hour(a.m., midday, and p.m. peak hours) – operates at LOS D and LOS F; 
threshold = LOS D 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-191 

L6-22 As stated on pages 3.11-38 and 3.11-39 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, existing plus approved 
projects traffic volumes were developed based on information in the approved Newman 
Ridge Quarry Traffic Impact Study (Abrams Associates, 2012). Traffic volumes from the 
Newman Ridge study were used directly where available. Because the Newman Ridge 
study did not include all of the study intersections included in this analysis, traffic volumes 
were developed for the additional study intersections using the same methods used in the 
Newman Ridge study. Approved projects traffic volumes were balanced between 
intersections and adjusted where necessary to provide more accurate data. 

L6-23 As stated on page 3.11-49 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, the cumulative forecasts were 
developed using the state-of-the-practice Difference Method procedure. The Difference 
Method adds the growth in traffic volume between the future year and base year model to 
the existing traffic counts. The unadjusted raw model volumes were not used for operations 
analysis. 

L6-24 Table 3.11-17 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has been amended to remove the shading of the 
0.73 v/c ratio shown in the final row of data. This modification of the DEIR does not alter the 
analysis contained therein and does not necessitate recirculation of the DEIR. Table 3.11-17 
is now displayed as shown above under Response to Comment L6-20. 

L6-25 Comment noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised 
in this comment. 
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Letter  
L7 

Response 
 Justin Hopkins, Solano Irrigation District 

July 31, 2013 
 

L7-1 Comment noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised 
in this comment.  

L7-2 According to CDCR data, CMF/SOL demands approximately 812 afy of water. Solano 
Irrigation District is correct to state that CMF/SOL’s annual allocation is 1,200 acre feet of 
water from the Solano project, and additional water would need to be purchased from the 
City of Vacaville or the Solano Irrigation District if contracted water quantities are exceeded. 

L7-3 The comment that CDCR is responsible for modifications to the existing water conveyance 
facilities that transfer raw water from the Putah South Canal to new facilities is noted. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided.  
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Letter  
L8 

Response 
 Brent Arnold, City of Chino 

August 6, 2013 
 

L8-1 As requested in the comment, the City of Chino will be noticed of any future proposed 
project at CIM consistent with CEQA requirements.  
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Letter  
L9 

Response 
 Chuck Iley, Amador County Administrative Agency 

August 8, 2013 
 

L9-1 The suggestion of a regional wastewater system is noted. CDCR considered this concept in 
the past but it was cost prohibitive when compared to the relatively minor cost of any 
upgrades to the existing MCSP WWTP. Based on the analysis shown on page 3.12-13 of 
Volume 3 of the DEIR, there will be sufficient capacity at the MCSP WWTP to serve the 
project and the existing prison. The only additional costs associated with the project would 
be the development of one or more new offsite effluent spray fields, which would also be 
needed under a regional treatment scenario. Further, no environmental impacts would be 
changed with this scenario. Given this, CDCR has determined it is in the taxpayers’ interests 
to continue operations at the existing MCSP plant. 

  



Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR  Ascent Environmental 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
3-198 Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-199 

 



Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR  Ascent Environmental 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
3-200 Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-201 

 



Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR  Ascent Environmental 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
3-202 Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-203 

 



Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR  Ascent Environmental 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
3-204 Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-205 

Letter  
L10 

Response 
 Kevin Bash, Norco City Council  

August 10, 2013 
 

L10-1 Comment noted. Responses to comments presented in this letter are provided in 
Responses to Comments L10-2 through L10-14.  

L10-2 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion regarding the level of potentially historic 
resources present on the CRC property. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. Further, 
even if it can be inferred from the comment that several historic resources should be 
evaluated, none would have been affected by the closure had it gone forward, and none are 
proposed for modification now that closure is no longer proposed. 

L10-3 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco for a description of a ministerial action versus a discretionary action under 
CEQA. As also noted in Master Response 2, the recent approval of SB 105 by Governor 
Brown suspends closure of CRC indefinitely and removes it from consideration as a 
consequence of the proposed infill facilities. Finally, there is no connection drawn in the 
comment between a sewage treatment plant and the proposed Level II Infill Correctional 
Facilities Project, so further response is not possible. 

 Regarding the assertion that CDCR does not follow CEQA and its environmental protection 
measures, CDCR respectfully disagrees. By immediate example, CDCR has prepared a full 
scope EIR evaluating the Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project. This document 
acknowledged the closure of CRC, which has now been suspended by more recent 
legislation (SB 105) providing for this prison to remain operational. Overall, the EIR identified 
a large number of significant impacts associated with implementation of the proposed 
project and measures to mitigate those impacts, including measures to protect 
archaeological resources. However, in the instance of this project, no significant historic 
resource impacts were identified. CDCR has mitigated historic resource impacts on other 
projects when the CEQA process determined such environmental effects would occur (e.g., 
see the New Health Center at San Quentin State Prison EIR, SCH 2007012074 (2007)). 
CDCR believes it has demonstrated a consistent record of CEQA compliance, as well as 
implementing environmental protection measures recommended in its CEQA compliance 
documents. 

L10-4 It is assumed that the “concrete barracks” to which the comment refers is the Level II Men’s 
Dormitory Project that was implemented at CRC in 2001. The one contemporary dormitory is 
typical of the design of modern prison housing. In particular, the use of concrete as a 
principal building material is necessary to meet state fire code requirements. This project 
was evaluated as a project under CEQA in June 2000. A negative declaration was prepared 
and circulated for public review on June 12, 2000, and a notice of determination was filed on 
August 4, 2000. The potential for this project to impact historic and potentially historic 
structures was conducted as part of the CEQA process in 2000, and no potentially 
significant impacts were identified.  

 Please refer to Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation 
Center, Norco for a description of why operations at the Norconian ceased. Contrary to the 
commenter’s assertions, CDCR, in conjunction registered structural engineers and seismic 
retrofit program managers from DSA and Department of General Services, Real Estate 
Services Division, evaluated the relative level of safety that could be achieved for 
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employees, inmates, and visitors to the facility. Consistent with the recommendations of 
seismic structural studies, the structure of the hotel was deemed unsafe and likely to fail as 
a result of a major earthquake in Riverside County or adjacent areas. To clarify, CEQA only 
requires the evaluation of a historic or potentially historic structure when impacts to that 
structure could be reasonably anticipated through the performance of a discretionary 
project. SB 1022 contains no funding for the renovation and/or alteration of any structure at 
CRC; SB 105 also contains no such funding authority.  

L10-5 The comment provides the commenter’s understanding of the history of CDCR operations 
with respect to the potentially historic structures located at the CRC property prior to, during, 
and after cessation of CDCR activities within those structures. Please refer to Master 
Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. No specific 
comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised. Therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

L10-6 The comment disputes CDCR’s evaluations with regard to the safety of the existing historic 
and potentially historic structures at the CRC property. However, no evidence is offered by 
the commenter to support alternate conclusions. CDCR continues to believe that the 
recommendations of the seismic structural investigations in the late 1990’s remain accurate 
and the building should remain closed to visitation. Please refer to Master Response 2, 
Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised. Therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

L10-7 The comment reflects the commenter’s opinion of the “current CRC facilities manager.” No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised. Therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

L10-8 The comment provides additional information regarding structures at the CRC property that 
the commenter believes should be maintained. Please refer to Master Response 2, 
Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised. Therefore, no further response can be 
provided. 

L10-9 Contrary to the commenter’s assertions, CDCR, as a state agency, adheres to CEQA 
requirements for any and all discretionary actions. As part of this responsibility, CDCR 
evaluates the potential impacts to historic structures that may occur as a result of a 
particular discretionary action. Please refer to Response to Comment L10-3. However, as 
noted in Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure of California Rehabilitation Center, 
Norco, the closure of CRC has been suspended indefinitely, as mandated by SB 105. 
Please refer to Response to Comment L10-5 for a response related to state agency 
responsibilities related to PRC 5024. 

L10-10 Please refer to Response to Comment L5-9 and Master Response 2, Evaluation of Closure 
of California Rehabilitation Center, Norco. 

L10-11 Contrary to the commenter’s assertions the Stark Youth Correctional Facility was only 
activated for adult male inmates for a short period following a riot at the adjacent prison. The 
riot resulted in substantial damage to an inmate housing unit; responding to this riot was an 
emergency situation that could not have otherwise been anticipated by CDCR. The article to 
which this comment refers is from the Press Enterprise alludes to the potential use of the 
Stark Youth Correctional Facility as an adult facility. After this article was published, CDCR 
determined that permanent housing of adult male inmates within this former juvenile justice 
facility was not appropriate. As soon as the repairs had been completed the subject inmates 
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were transferred back to CIM. CDCR does not contemplate routine, non-emergency, use of 
the Stark Youth Correctional Facility for adult male inmates unless so directed by future 
legislation. 

L10-12 This comment suggests an alternative (reuse of the former Stark Youth Correctional Facility 
in Chino, CA) to construction/operation of new level II infill correctional facilities at the 
proposed infill sites to save costs and jobs. Similar to the evaluation of an alternative 
involving the reuse of the Preston Youth Correctional Facility on page 5-10 of Volume 1 of 
the DEIR, reuse of the site of the former Stark Youth Correctional Facility would require 
demolition and reconstruction of most (if not all) of the onsite structures. Additional high-
mast lighting would be necessary, and the existing trees along the edges of Stark would 
likely have to be removed. This would result in additional lighting impacts to the surrounding 
residential uses (primarily to the north), as well as existing agricultural operations (livestock) 
and biological resources impacts. Further, based on initial evaluations of the California 
Institution for Men (CIM) site, additional traffic impacts would likely occur. Therefore, this 
alternative is not considered to be a feasible alternative that would avoid or reduce the 
significant impacts of the project. 

L10-13 The comment requests several documents from CDCR. The comment is noted and will be 
considered by CDCR with respect to providing previous documents related to CRC. 
However, no specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised and 
closure of CRC is no longer part of the project.  

L10-14 The comment is noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were 
raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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Letter  
L11 

Response 
 Dan Epperson, City of Ione  

August 13, 2013 
 

L11-1 The comment expresses general concern regarding the technical accuracy of the DEIR. 
Responses to specific comments pertaining to this general concern are provided below.  

L11-2 The comment requests an evaluation of impacts that reflects the issue of “community scale.” 
CDCR believes it has accurately evaluated the environmental effects of the proposed 
project on the local and regional environment, including police services. CDCR appreciates 
that a project in Stockton is different than one in Ione, but the DEIR accurately evaluated 
potential impacts of the proposed project against applicable thresholds, including local 
thresholds. The commenter offers no evidence of how the analysis is not appropriate. 

As it relates to police demand, the CEQA threshold, which focuses on physical environmental 
impacts, is based on whether the project would cause a demand for more police (or other 
services) such that new facilities would be needed to house them, and whether the 
construction of those facilities would result in a significant impact. As described on page 
3.10-5, such a result is not reasonably foreseeable with respect to police (or fire) services. 

However, in response to this comment, CDCR will provide additional resources to the City of 
Ione during the construction phase, by funding one police officer (including leased equipment) 
for a period of up to 30 months, including three to six months following substantial activation of 
the level II infill correctional facilities. CDCR also will fund a firefighter (including equipment 
purchase) for the same period. As shown in Response to Comment L11-33, which provides a 
more detailed response to concerns related to public services impacts during construction, 
CDCR has amended Mitigation Measure 3.11-4 to reflect this commitment.  

L11-3 As described in the DEIR on page 3.11-27 of Volume 3, if the proposed complex at MCSP is 
selected, CDCR will pay into the ACTC regional traffic fee program. CDCR will also 
negotiate with ACTC to establish a fee for CDCR’s fair share contribution for a traffic signal 
at the intersection of SR 88/104/Jackson Valley Road (east). The project’s is estimated to 
generate 3.6 percent of the traffic to this intersection. The payment of these fees would 
mitigate for and lessen the project’s contribution to significant impacts in the project area. 
Also as discussed in Response to Comments S1-2 and L6-5, CDCR would provide 
$244,640 to the City of Ione in payment of traffic mitigation fees, related to the substantial 
additional traffic from the project on City of Ione roadways.  

As described on page 3.10-7 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, with regard to the project’s impacts 
on schools, local schools have seen declining enrollment and increases in available 
capacity. Impacts from the project were determined to be less than significant and not 
require mitigation, including payment of fees. That said, as also acknowledged on page 
3.10-7 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, CDCR will pay fees in accordance with AB 900 and 
California Government Code Section 15819.403 to the local school system, because this is 
legislatively mandated for the project. The manner in which the local school district chooses 
to utilize these funds is not tied to mitigating potential impacts of the proposed project.  

With regard to wastewater, the DEIR describes on page 3.12-14 of Volume 3 that CDCR 
would coordinate with the City of Ione, including the provision of funding for the development 
of additional spray fields, and would contribute funding for operation of these new City-
operated spray fields. As this coordination and funding for wastewater effluent disposal is a 
component of the proposed project, identification of payment of fees to mitigate impacts is 
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not warranted. No other impacts to City facilities were identified in the DEIR that would 
warrant the payment of any mitigation fees, and evidence of any other impacts to City 
facilities was not provided in any comments on the DEIR.  

Unlike most development projects in the City, CDCR provides for its own police function and 
fire-fighting for operation of MCSP facilities, as well as administrative functions. Therefore, it 
would not result in the same type of demands on City services as residential and 
commercial development located within the City. CDCR notes, however, that subsequent 
comments in Letter L11 address concerns by the City that the project may induce growth of 
development within the City. Notwithstanding individual responses to those comments, if the 
project induces growth in the City—and the City approves the growth—that growth would be 
subject to city development fees. 

L11-4 The commenter offers the opinion that the Project Description does not provide enough 
specificity and the DEIR improperly defers analysis of environmental impact. CDCR believes 
that the Project Description accurately outlines all of the facilities that are necessary to 
construct the infill project including water and stormwater facilities. See specifically section 
2.3.3, Utilities and Service Systems, beginning on page 2-6 of Volume 3 of the DEIR. The 
commenter does not specify why he believes the project description is deficient and 
provides no examples or instances where deficiencies occur. Consequently, no further 
response can be provided. More detailed information on stormwater runoff will be made 
available from the project’s engineering team once there is a full design of the area to be 
developed for the prison. However, as described in the DEIR, it is not expected that offsite 
stormwater flows will differ much from existing flows. 

L11-5 The comment is mistaken in its assertion that the evaluation of an alternative involving use 
of existing property at CIM for the development of a level II infill correctional facility was 
excluded from the DEIR. The evaluation of a facility at CIM was included as an alternative to 
the proposed project, as shown in page 5-17 of Volume 1 of the DEIR. The evaluation of 
CIM was performed to the degree of specificity required by CEQA (Section 15126.6 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines), although it was not performed at an equal-level of detail as the 
other four contemplated sites.  

Further, the DEIR makes several statements that affirm that CIM was not excluded from 
consideration. For example, as stated on page 2 of the Preface of Volume 1 of the DEIR, “if 
CDCR were to select CIM for development with a level II infill correctional facility, additional 
analysis of potential environmental impacts would be required.” As shown by the statements 
in the Preface and elsewhere in the DEIR, CDCR did not exclude CIM as an alternative, 
contrary to this comment’s assertions. It should also be noted that one of the primary 
requirements for a feasible alternative under CEQA is that it should avoid or substantially 
lessen significant impacts of the proposed project. Based on the evaluation of alternatives 
contained in the DEIR, development of level II infill correctional facilities at CIM would likely 
result in greater impacts than the proposed project. 

Finally, as to feasibility, the commenter is correct that alternatives need not be eliminated if 
they are “potentially” infeasible. However, if an alternative is clearly infeasible, it would not 
meet the basic CEQA requirement that an EIR evaluate ‘feasible” alternatives to a project 
(which are capable of reducing or avoiding its significant effects). In the case of CIM, there 
simply is not enough time to meet legislatively-imposed deadlines and conduct the studies 
needed to support a fully CEQA-compliant analysis of CIM, which suggests this alternative is 
likely infeasible on its face. Regardless, the EIR evaluated two CIM alternatives. 

L11-6 The comment makes a general assertion that the selection of mitigation is improperly 
deferred to a later date. CDCR disagrees. The DEIR includes mitigation that is consistent 
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with the requirements of CEQA. In some instances, the project is not (and cannot be due to 
funding restrictions until the EIR is completed) engineered to the point where, for example, 
the specific location and size of drainage improvements can be provided. In those instances, 
either performance standards, a menu of various options, or a combination of the two are 
included and demonstrated to reduce significant effects. 

With regard to reliance on the City of Ione’s adoption of mitigation, the comment provides no 
specifics of these instances. CDCR acknowledges that the City of Ione is improving its own 
WWTP and the City may use additional adjacent agricultural fields for MCSP effluent 
disposal. CDCR would pay its share of this improvement. With regard to stormwater, 
impacts were determined to be less than significant during construction and less than 
significant with mitigation during operation.  

The DEIR acknowledges the requirement for the preparation and implementation of a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would be prepared as part of the project 
and in conformance with established regulatory standards and requirements. During 
operation, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 of Volume 3 of the DEIR includes 
specific performance measures, including adherence to the existing NPDES permit monitoring 
and reporting program, to ensure that post-project stormwater flows would not result in 
substantial offsite flows or sediment that may impact the City and other offsite areas. CDCR 
does not believe that this approach violates CEQA. CDCR provides performance standards 
and options that assure mitigation will reduce significant impacts in all instances where some 
uncertainty might otherwise exist, and commits to paying its fair share for mitigation of impacts 
to which it is one of many contributors (consistent with the principals of nexus and rough 
proportionality expressed in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, 
Dolan v. City of Tigard, (1994), Koontz v. St. Johns River Water Management District (2013)). 

L11-7 The comment asserts that the upgrade of the existing MCSP WWTP and the City of Ione’s 
planned improvements to the Ione WWTP should have been evaluated as part of the 
proposed project. CDCR does not agree that they should have been jointly evaluated. 
These two wastewater improvement projects are separate from the proposed infill project 
and would proceed independently whether or not the infill project at MCSP was approved. 
The improvements to the MCSP WWTP were evaluated as a project under CEQA in 2008, 
and an NOE (State Clearinghouse No. 2008088183) was prepared.  

With regard to the City of Ione’s planned improvements to the Ione WWTP, CDCR has no 
discretionary authority over the City’s existing plant nor is it within CDCR’s purview to 
require the City to make specific improvements. Currently, CDCR does not intend to have 
the City’s WWTP treat any of the wastewater that would be generated by the proposed 
project. The proposed project would only increase the area dedicated to effluent disposal. 
The City is the lead agency for that project, and is responsible for evaluating its impacts and 
determining which mitigation measures, if any, it should implement. The City is not 
performing these improvements as a result of the infill project. Therefore, they are separate 
and independent projects. Consistent with CEQA, CDCR evaluated those facilities both 
directly and indirectly tied to the project. 

L11-8 The comment is noted. The DEIR included an evaluation of impacts to schools (refer to 
Impacts 3.10-4a and 3.10-4b in Section 3.10 of Volume 3 of the DEIR.) As stated, 
enrollment in Amador County schools has declined in recent years and sufficient capacity is 
available to support school-age children of project employees. A copy of the full DEIR was 
sent to the Amador County Unified School District at the initiation of the public review period 
for the DEIR. No comments were received from the school district regarding the analysis 
provided in the DEIR. Therefore, it is assumed that the analysis is accurate. Further, the 
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commenter offers no evidence describing how the analysis provided is inadequate. 
Therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L11-9 The water used to provide dust suppression onsite would be delivered from existing MCSP 
facilities. Total water demands are not currently known, but would be substantially less than 
daily operational demands for the infill facility. As a representative example, assuming that 
up to 4 water trucks, with a capacity of 4,000 gallons, would be required per day to water 
exposed surfaces, up to 16,000 gallons of water would be required for dust suppression per 
day. This equates to less than 7 percent of the average daily demand of the proposed level 
II infill correctional facility complex, which was evaluated on page 3.12-12 of Volume 3 of the 
DEIR. As described therein, impacts to local water supplies were determined to be less than 
significant. Per CDCR’s agreement with the Amador Water Agency, total water demands 
would not exceed CDCR’s entitlement during construction or operation; therefore there is no 
evidence to suggest that significant impacts to local water supplies would occur. There is 
also a potential that CDCR would secure permission from the Central Valley RWQCB for 
use of treated and disinfected effluent for some, or even a substantial portion, of that 
needed for dust control and soil compaction. 

L11-10 The comment misconstrues the quoted statement from the DEIR, which referred to pre-
mitigation conditions. Dust control measures consistent with ACAPCD Rule 218 are included 
as Mitigation Measure 3.1-1b on page 3.1-17 of Volume 3 of the DEIR. Following the 
statement of this mitigation measure, the DEIR discusses the effectiveness of these 
measures to reduce fugitive dust, consistent with CEQA requirements.  

L11-11 The comment is correct that additional consideration of vehicle trips on the weekend 
requires amendment of the stated mobile source emissions during operation of a level II infill 
correctional facility (proposed complex and alternative single). Table 3.1-4 on page 3.1-18 of 
Volume 3 of the DEIR has been amended as follows: 

Table 3.1-4 Summary of Modeled Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Precursors from Operation of the Level II Infill Correctional Facility Complex 

 
Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5  
Area Sources 17.6 13.2 1.0 1.0 
Mobile Sources 7.89.8 9.311.7 8.911.2 0.52.1 
Total Unmitigated Emissions 25.327.4 22.524.9 9.912.2 1.53.1 
Threshold of Significance (lbs/day) 65 65 AAQS AAQS 
Notes: AAQS = Ambient Air Quality Standard (California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of 
the California Code of Regulations); lbs/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance 
diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = reactive 
organic gases 
Numbers may not sum exactly to totals due to rounding. 
Refer to Appendix 3A in this volume for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 
Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2013. 

 

In addition, Table 3.1-6 on page 3.1-24 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has been amended as 
follows: 
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Table 3.1-6 Summary of Modeled Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants  
and Precursors from Operation of the Single, Level II Infill Correctional Facility 

 
Emissions – pounds per day (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5  
Area Sources 7.8 5.9 0.5 0.5 
Mobile Sources 4.06.4 4.87.6 4.67.2 0.31.4 
Total Unmitigated Emissions 11.814.2 10.713.5 5.17.7 0.71.9 
Threshold of Significance (lbs/day) 65 65 AAQS AAQS 
Notes: AAQS = Ambient Air Quality Standard; lbs/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic 
resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; ROG = 
reactive organic gases 
Numbers may not sum exactly to totals due to rounding. 
Refer to Appendix 3A in this volume for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 
Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2013. 

 

The modification of this text does not change the conclusions of the DEIR. Impacts would 
remain less than significant. The amended modeling results have been included as 
Appendix B of the FEIR. 

L11-12 The air quality modeling takes into account standard trip characteristics for Amador County, 
which is generally a more rural/suburban county and has longer average trip lengths than more 
urban areas. These assumptions are built into the model (CalEEMod) that was used to 
evaluate criteria pollutant emissions for the proposed project and are considered acceptable for 
the purposes of assessing significance under CEQA. It should be noted that this model was 
developed and approved by ARB, as well as local air districts. Further, not only are emissions 
below significance standards, they are nearly 80 percent below significance thresholds 
(including with corrected emissions levels; refer to Response to Comment L11-11). Even if an 
argument could be made that the model does not account for longer trips—it does—it would 
need to be off by a factor of 5 in order to alter the significance conclusions in the DEIR.  

L11-13 Contrary to the assertion made in this comment, the DEIR considers potential odor impacts 
for the proposed project in its entirety and inclusive of the proposed spray fields as part of 
Impact 3.1-5a on page 3.1-22 of Volume 3. As noted in the DEIR, the proposed spray fields 
for the infill project would result in the need for approximately 100 acres of additional offsite 
spray fields that would be developed and operated under contract with the City. Further, in 
the City’s Wastewater Compliance Project IS/MND, page 3-37, an evaluation of odor 
impacts associated with the wastewater disposal spray fields was provided and the City 
concluded that “[n]either construction or operation… should create or cause objectionable 
odors. Spray fields distribute treated and disinfected effluent that has little to no odor. 
Because of the relatively remote location of the proposed offsite spray field, and the low 
potential for odor, odors would not be expected to affect a substantial number of people. 

L11-14 Contrary to the assertion made in this comment, the air quality analysis does provide a 
detailed discussion of potential health effects associated with each of the pollutants that may 
occur as a result of implementation of the proposed project. Please refer to pages 3.1-2 
through 3.1-27 of Volume 3 of the DEIR for further clarification. Further, the significant and 
unavoidable air quality impacts identified in Volume 3 of the DEIR are related to potential 
conflicts with applicable air quality planning efforts and potential violations of air quality 
standards during construction activities. Impacts 3.1-3a, 3.1-3b, 3.1-4a, and 3.1-4b 
evaluated potential health effects associated with level II infill correctional facilities 
(proposed complex and alternative single). 
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L11-15 The comment states that the holding capacity under ultimate buildout of the General Plan 
(18,182 people by 2030) is not an appropriate number to use for the DEIR analysis. The 
DEIR appropriately relies on the adopted general plans for the study area, including the City 
of Ione General Plan Update and associated EIR, which addresses program-level impacts 
associated with the anticipated future physical development of the city. The City of Ione 
General Plan Update (adopted August 2009; City of Ione 2009b) projects considerable 
growth for the City. Similarly, the adopted EIR for the City of Ione General Plan states that 
the City’s population would increase to about 18,182 people by 2030 (see Table 4.3-7 of the 
City of Ione General Plan Update DEIR). The actual rate of City growth, however, will be a 
function of market demand for new development. The impact of the current economic 
slowdown and foreclosure crisis on the housing market is dramatic and the related reduction 
in growth for housing demand could extend that timeframe.  

The City is projecting substantial growth in its General Plan (an increase of over 10,000 
residents between 2009 and 2030), but the comment expresses concern that some of this 
growth may occur as part of the project. The DEIR, basing its analysis on the location of 
where current MCSP employees live, projects a demand for 64 housing units (186 people) 
in Ione with construction and operation of a complex at MCSP. This is a small component, 
less than 2 percent of projected growth over 20 years. If the projected growth in the City is 
spread evenly over 20 years, an estimated 500 people per year would move to Ione. If all 
CDCR projected population growth were to happen in one year, it would constitute less than 
40 percent of that year’s growth. The commenter does not offer an alternative housing 
capacity—different from its own General Plan—to be used in the DEIR analysis. 

Further, the commenter offers no evidence to support its opinion that the project could 
create a bubble demand for new housing. Available information suggests that population 
growth from the project would be absorbed in the already-expected growth. The project’s 
contribution to this growth is not substantial and the conclusions in the DEIR, that population 
and employment growth would be within the expectations of local general plans (see page 
5-6 of Volume 3 of the DEIR) is accurate. 

L11-16 The comment questions why only the cities of Ione and Elk Grove were analyzed by city in the 
Population and Housing analysis presented in the DEIR. The DEIR describes how the study 
area was determined on page 3.4-1 of the DEIR, Volume 3. In summary, the cities of Ione and 
Elk Grove were selected because they are the cities that contain the highest number of existing 
MCSP employees, and it is reasonable to assume that new staff related to the proposed 
project would also predominately reside in these two cities. Additionally, the counties with the 
highest number of existing employees were also analyzed (Sacramento [including Elk Grove], 
Amador [including Ione], and San Joaquin counties). Other locations were not considered in 
the DEIR analysis because the number of MCSP employees who currently reside, and would 
be expected to reside, in other communities is low and would not have a measurable impact on 
employment, population, and housing characteristics in these communities.  

Footnotes 2 and 5, respectively, of Table 3.4-1 on page 3.4-3 of Volume 3 of the DEIR state: 

Less than 16% of MCSP employees reside in 20 other counties, each of which 
represents less than 7% of total employee population.  

Less than 72% of MCSP employees reside in 87 other jurisdictions, each of which 
represents less than 10% of total employee population. 

As noted above, besides the cities of Ione and Elk Grove, existing employees reside in 87 
other jurisdictions. It was not prudent or necessary to include analysis of all cities in which 
existing employees reside, but rather the cities in which most of the existing employees 
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reside (namely, the cities of Ione and Elk Grove). For informational purposes, the following 
identifies the percentage distribution of all other communities that pertain to one percent or 
more (15 or greater) of existing MCSP employees: 

 Stockton – 6.47 percent of total MCSP employees  Pioneer - 1.90 percent 
 Galt – 5.34 percent  Rancho Cordova - 1.90 percent 
 Jackson – 4.48 percent  Plymouth - 1.64 percent 
 Lodi – 3.79 percent  Shingle Springs - 1.64 percent 
 Sutter Creek – 3.79 percent  Valley Springs - 1.55 percent 
 Pine Grove - 3.19 percent  Morada - 1.38 percent 
 Rancho Murrieta – 2.41 percent  El Dorado Hills - 1.29 percent 
 Folsom – 2.07 percent  
 

The highest concentration of projected employee residents (based on existing addresses) 
not included in the DEIR, Stockton, would see an increase of 25 employees. This is not 
substantial and each of the communities listed above are projected to receive fewer 
employees. The DEIR cut off its analysis at an appropriate level, a level at which the 
addition of employees (and their families) to a community could be substantive. 

L11-17 CDCR agrees that some positions that would be filled at the infill site would require 
specialized training. As discussed in Impacts 3.4-1a and 3.4-1b of the DEIR, Volume 3, new 
employees associated with the proposed project would likely originate from a combination of 
the following: Amador County’s large labor pool (14,620 people in December 2012, with an 
unemployment rate of 11.1 percent); former staff of the Preston Youth Correctional Facility 
(PYCF), which was closed in 2010 and employed approximately 400 staff (custody and 
support); the labor pools of Sacramento, San Joaquin, and other nearby counties, and new 
employees who would relocate to the area. These factors were considered in evaluation of 
staff relocation to the area. Further, Impact 3.4-1a evaluated a worst-case scenario, and 
assumed that all 377 employees would be new and coming from out of region. Further, it 
should be noted that with the recent approval of SB 105, CRC in Norco, California would not 
be closed. Therefore, it is likely that additional new hires, rather than transfers from other 
facilities, could occur with the activation of the project. 

L11-18 The comment expresses concern that the demand for housing that would be created by the 
proposed project may not be able to be met by the city’s available housing supply. Please 
refer to Response to Comment L11-15 regarding housing demand. 

The DEIR’s analysis of employment, population, and housing indicates that the proposed 
project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to substantial population growth 
that would require the construction of new housing (see Impacts 3.4-2a and 3.4-2b of the 
DEIR, Volume 3). This conclusion is based on the current vacancy rate of residential units 
(3,155 units in the cities of Ione and Elk Grove, and over 68,004 units in Sacramento, 
Amador, and San Joaquin counties); the number of already constructed, approved, or 
pending residential development projects in the region (751 units in the city of Ione alone 
[see Table 4-1 in the DEIR, Volume 3]); and the likelihood that no single community would 
receive a substantial percentage of the increase in new residents. Therefore, in its analysis 
of whether the proposed project would induce population growth that would require new 
housing, the DEIR includes a data-driven discussion reflecting the abundant supply of 
existing and approved housing stock in the region.  
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However, to further cite evidence from the DEIR’s analysis and in response to the comment 
referring to houses available for sale, an August 28, 2013 search of www.zillow.com 
indicates that the city currently has 21 houses listed for sale, 3 apartments/condos listed for 
rent, and 4 lots/land listed for sale (Zillow.com 2013). Further, it is reasonable to assume 
that substantially more housing is available in the surrounding area. Further, and 
importantly, if Ione wishes to not accommodate new employees and their families, the City is 
not forced to approve new housing development. 

L11-19 CDCR agrees with the commenter’s observation that Census data includes the institutional 
population as part of the total population. As a result of this comment, various portions of 
Section 3.4, “Employment, Population, and Housing,” of the DEIR, Volume 3, have been 
revised as indicated below. These changes do not alter the conclusions of the DEIR and 
recirculation is not required. 

 Table 3.4-1 of the DEIR, Volume 3, has been revised as follows: 

Table 3.4-1  Geographic Distribution of Current MCSP Employees 

County/City 2000 Population 2010 Population Projected 2025 
Population 

Number (Percent) of MCSP 
Employees 1 

Sacramento County 1,223,499 1,418,788 1,643,263 430 (37%) 
Amador County 35,100 38,091 41,270 386 (33%) 
San Joaquin County 563,598 685,306 862,496 162 (14%) 
Other counties N/A N/A N/A 182 (16%) 2 

County Total    1,160 (100%) 
City of Ione 6 7,129 7,918 18,182 3 200 (17%) 
City of Elk Grove 59,984 4 153,015 168,465 129 (11%) 
Other cities N/A N/A N/A 831 (72%) 5 

City Total    1,160 (100%) 
Notes: 
1 Number is approximate; zip code survey data do not match number of employees due to various factors. Numbers were adjusted to match the 
employment count.  
2 Less than 16% of MCSP employees reside in 20 other counties, each of which represents less than 7% of total employee population. 
3 Projection is for the year 2030. 
4 Elk Grove was incorporated as a city in July 2000. U.S. Census Bureau information for 2000 does not reflect this change. 
5 Less than 72% of MCSP employees reside in 87 other jurisdictions, each of which represents less than 10% of total employee population. 
6 Population data for the city of Ione includes the institutionalized population, which according to the 2000 and 2010 Census was 3,832 and 4,160, 
respectively. Therefore, the non-institutionalized population was 3,297 and 3,758 in 2000 and 2010, respectively. The projected 2030 population 
shown in this table is from the City of Ione General Plan Update DEIR (City of Ione 2009a), which does not distinguish the institutionalized from the 
non-institutionalized population. Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, the 2010 Census data of 4,160 institutionalized people was deducted from 
the 2030 projection, resulting in a revised projection of 14,022 non-institutionalized people in 2030. This is considered to be a conservative estimate 
because MCSP has not had an inmate population that high to date, nor is it expected to in the future. 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2013a, 2013b, 2013c, 2013d, 2013e; California Department of Finance 2012; City of Ione 2009; Sacramento County 2008; 
zip code data provided by CDCR in 2013 

Page 3.4-4 of the DEIR, Volume 3, has been revised as follows:  

City of Ione 
Ione’s population increased from 7,129 people in 2000 to 7,918 people in 2010, 
which was an increase of 9.9 percent (U.S. Census Bureau 2013d). As indicated in 
Table 3.4-1, approximately 17 percent of current MCSP employees reside in Ione.  

By 2030, the total population in Ione is projected to be 18,182 people, an increase of 
60.7 percent from 2000 (City of Ione 2009:4.3-11). 

As noted above in Table 3.4-1, population data for the city of Ione includes the 
institutionalized population, which according to the 2000 and 2010 Census was 
3,832 and 4,160, respectively. Therefore, the non-institutionalized population was 
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3,297 and 3,758 in 2000 and 2010, respectively. The projected 2030 population 
shown in Table 3.4-1 is from the City of Ione General Plan Update DEIR (City of Ione 
2009a), which does not distinguish the institutionalized from the non-institutionalized 
population. Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, the 2010 Census data of 4,160 
institutionalized people was deducted from the 2030 projection, resulting in a revised 
projection of 14,022 non-institutionalized people in 2030. This is considered to be a 
conservative estimate because MCSP has not had an inmate population that high to 
date, nor is it expected to in the future. 

 Impact 3.4-1a of the DEIR, Volume 3, has been revised as follows: 

If this population increase occurs, it is anticipated that these 1,097 people would 
distribute themselves in a pattern similar to the existing regional MCSP employee 
distribution patterns. That is to say, the overwhelming majority (84 percent) of 
employees would be anticipated to reside in Sacramento, Amador, and San Joaquin 
Counties, and the remainder (16 percent) would be anticipated to reside in other 
outlying counties. As indicated in Table 3.4-1, Sacramento County would be 
expected to receive the largest portion of a project-related population increase 
(approximately 406 [37 percent] of the 1,097 people). The remaining employees and 
their families would be distributed throughout other adjacent and outlying counties 
(including Amador and San Joaquin Counties). The maximum project-generated 
population increase of 1,097 people would be indistinguishable from other projected 
growth in the region and is planned for in regional growth plans in each of these 
communities (e.g., general plans, community plans). For example, project-related 
population growth in Sacramento County of 406 people would represent 0.0247 
percent of the County’s projected 2025 population of 1,643,263 people (California 
Department of Finance 2012). At a more local level, project-related population 
growth in the city of Ione of 186 (17 percent of 1,097) people would represent 1.02 
1.3 percent of the City’s projected 2030 population of 18,182 14,022 people (City of 
Ione 2009).This level of growth, by itself, would not stimulate any new development, 
the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. 

Impact 3.4-1b of the DEIR, Volume 3, has been revised as follows: 

If this population increase occurs, it is anticipated that these 562 people would 
distribute themselves in a pattern similar to the existing regional MCSP employee 
distribution patterns. That is to say, the overwhelming majority (84 percent) of 
employees would be anticipated to reside in Sacramento, Amador, and San Joaquin 
Counties, and the remainder (16 percent) would be anticipated to reside in other 
outlying counties. As indicated in Table 3.4-1, Sacramento County would be 
expected to receive the largest portion of any project-related population increase 
(approximately 208 [37 percent] of the 562 people). The remaining employees and 
their families would be distributed throughout other adjacent and outlying counties 
(including Amador and San Joaquin Counties). The maximum project-generated 
population increase of 562 people would be indistinguishable from other projected 
growth in the region and is planned for in regional growth plans in each of these 
communities (e.g., general plans, community plans). For example, project-related 
population growth in Sacramento County of 208 people would represent 0.013 
percent of the County’s projected 2025 population of 1,643,263 people (California 
Department of Finance 2012). At a more local level, project-related population 
growth in the city of Ione of 96 (17 percent of 562) people would represent 0.53 0.68 
percent of the City’s projected 2030 population of 18,182 14,022 people (City of Ione 
2009). This level of growth, by itself, would not stimulate any new development, the 
construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. 
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L11-20 The comment states that the proposed project was not considered in the City’s planning 
documents, and, therefore, has the potential to alter and accelerate the rate and nature of 
growth in the city. Please refer to Response to Comment L11-15. As noted in Impacts 3.4-
1a and 3.4-1b in the DEIR, Volume 3, the population and employment growth expected with 
implementation of the infill development would not exceed the projections of local general 
plans in the communities surrounding the infill site. Regardless of whether the city has or 
has not specifically included this project in its planning documents, project-related 
population growth would be absorbed in local growth projections. 

 Further, Section 5.3, “Growth Inducement,” in the DEIR, Volume 3, explains that although 
the proposed project would foster some economic and population growth because of new 
employment opportunities, the growth would be widespread and dispersed in such a manner 
that any growth would be consistent with the projections of local general plans in the 
communities surrounding the site. The DEIR includes a detailed discussion of these local 
population projections in the environmental setting in Section 3.4, “Employment, Population, 
and Housing,” in the DEIR, Volume 3. 

The comment asserts that due to the flawed analysis of the Population, Employment, and 
Housing section, the Public Services and Utilities sections are also flawed. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments L11-30 through L11-50 regarding Section 3.10, “Public Services,” 
of the DEIR, Volume 3, and L11-62 through L11-75 regarding Section 3.12, Utilities,” of the 
DEIR, Volume 3. 

L11-21 The final drainage plans for the infill site would be reviewed and approved by the engineer of 
record from the design-build team for the proposed project. The engineer would ensure that 
potential stormwater flows from the infill site are appropriately detained onsite and in 
accordance with applicable requirements and would be discharged from the site at or below 
pre-project rates. This is a requirement of the mitigation that would be monitored through the 
approved Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (see Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 on 
page 3.7-14 of Volume 3 of the DEIR). Therefore, CDCR anticipates only minor, if any, 
increases to flows in Mule Creek. The City does not have discretionary authority over the 
drainage improvements for the project. It is CDCR’s responsibility to ensure that this 
mitigation and all adopted mitigation are followed and that the design of the facility conforms 
to the State Building Code (Title 24).  

L11-22 The comment infers that the City would not be a party to an agreement on the cost for 
providing spray fields and related facilities; CDCR believes this is not a correct statement. 
CDCR would need to come to an equitable agreement with the City and if not, would need to 
seek an alternative means of wastewater disposal. The development of a new offsite spray 
field is a component of the project. Separate from the CEQA process, CDCR would coordinate 
with the City for the funding of the construction and operation of the proposed spray fields. No 
additional CEQA evaluation is required; the additional 100 acre spray field is addressed in the 
DEIR. CDCR acknowledges that permitting for the new spray field by the Central Valley 
RWQCB may involve preparation of additional studies including a “Reclaimed Water Master 
Plan.” But it is premature to prepare such a plan, if even necessary, until consultation with the 
Central Valley RWQCB has occurred. If the MCSP infill site is approved, CDCR will continue 
discussions with the City regarding the financial requirements for spray field expansion. 

L11-23 Noise travels and is attenuated in a predictable manner, following mathematical formulas. 
Noise at sensitive receptors can be calculated based on noise measurements taken 
elsewhere. The DEIR accurately characterizes the existing noise environment surrounding 
the infill site through measurements collected at four locations as shown in Exhibit 3.9-2 on 
page 3.9-7 of Volume 3. The commenter offers no specific evidence on how the noise 
analysis is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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L11-24 During the noise measurements taken at the project site, there were other contributing factors, 
including vehicular noise, to the average and maximum noise levels shown in Table 3.9-1 of 
Volume 3 of the DEIR. While the noise levels shown do include noise attributable to the firing 
range, it is not possible to isolate the monitored noise associated with the use of the firing 
range from other monitored ambient noise. In other words, a variety of noise sources were 
measured; the important point is that typical and expected noise was measured. 

L11-25 The hours of operation of the MCSP firing range would be maintained with implementation 
of the proposed project. Use of the firing range varies according to available staff and the 
timing of specific weapons training. These conditions would be expected to continue with 
implementation of the project. Although the number of individuals that may use the range on 
an annual basis would increase, the availability of and timing of use of the MCSP firing 
range would not increase, and as a result, noise associated with the firing range is not 
anticipated to increase. 

L11-26 With regard to the evaluation of the project’s noise impacts, relevant noise standards that 
were considered in the DEIR include both the City of Ione and Amador County noise 
standards because the property is located in the City of Ione and is surrounded by County 
properties. Therefore, sensitive receptors that could be subject to noise from the project are 
located in both jurisdictions. The analysis appropriately evaluates project-related impacts 
against City and County standards. The commenter provides no specificity on how the 
analysis is confusing, therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L11-27 Table 3.9-14 of Volume 3 of the DEIR evaluates the potential noise levels associated with 
use of the public address (PA) system from the infill site. As shown in this table, the PA 
system would generate noise levels no greater than 35 dBA at the nearest offsite residence. 
If the PA system were to be used at night, it is assumed that most residents would be 
located within their residences, which would result in a further reduction of exterior noise 
levels, including noise from the proposed PA system. Waking of individuals is considered to 
be possible at approximately 45 dBA (Finegold 2001). As noise from the PA system would 
be at a minimum 10 dBA lower than this threshold, nearby sensitive receptors would not be 
adversely affected. 

L11-28 Page 3.11-32 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has been amended as follows to reflect 417 
proposed parking spaces versus 580: 

As noted in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of Volume 1, a complex would include 
no fewer than 417580 parking spaces, which is more than the peak demand on a 
typical weekday. 

CDCR’s experience is that this would provide ample parking for those using the proposed 
complex. No new impacts would occur as a result of this change to the DEIR. Therefore, no 
additional analysis or recirculation of the DEIR is required. 

L11-29 The existing MCSP facility is part of the existing noise environment (i.e., ambient noise 
environment). These ambient noise conditions were considered through the ambient noise 
measurements taken at the site (please refer to Response to Comment L11-23). The 
analysis then applied the project’s construction and operational noise levels to ambient 
noise levels at the site and on surrounding properties. Evaluation of a cumulative impact of 
the existing MCSP and the proposed infill facility is not required by CEQA as part of the 
DEIR or warranted. Stationary source noise generated by the proposed complex would be 
similar to the existing facility noise although noise associated with the administrative facilities 
at the existing MCSP would not occur at the infill site. In addition, the mobile source noise 
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generated by the existing facility reflects a higher level of traffic than would be generated by 
the proposed complex, and as a result, would be higher than the proposed complex. 

L11-30 The comment offers no evidence to support how the analysis is flawed; therefore, no further 
response can be provided.  

Please refer to Responses to Comments L11-15 through L11-20 regarding the Population, 
Employment, and Housing analysis in Volume 3 of the DEIR. 

L11-31 The project’s impacts to police services in the vicinity of MCSP were evaluated in Volume 3 
of the DEIR, specifically Impacts 3.10-1a and b. The commenter offers no specifics as to 
how the project’s impacts to police services were improperly evaluated; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

L11-32 The commenter’s correction to the number of volunteer patrol officers is noted. The second 
paragraph on page 3.10-1 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, has been revised as follows: 

 The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) staffs the 
existing MCSP with 689 correctional officers equipped to manage site security 
(CDCR 2010). Throughout the remainder of the City of Ione, the Ione City Police 
Department provides law enforcement services, including traffic enforcement, patrol, 
and investigation (City of Ione 2009a). The Ione City Police Department staff 
includes a Chief of Police, three patrol officers, a K-9 officer, and 11 three volunteer 
patrol officers (Ione Police Department n.d.Ione 2013). The Ione City Police 
Department has an average of 1.4 paid sworn officers per 1,000 residents, which is 
similar to the average ratio for California cities of 1.5 officers per 1,000 residents 
(City of Ione 2009b). 

 Note the analysis in the DEIR was based on information gathered from the City’s website. A 
review of the Ione Police Department website on August 27, 2013 indicates that the 
department is currently staffed by one interim Chief of Police, four full-time patrol officers, 
one K9 (police dog), five part-time reserve patrol officers, and eight volunteer patrol officers, 
as well as various support staff (Ione Police Department 2013). However, CDCR will rely on 
the City’s data included in its comment letter as the most current. 

L11-33 The comment requests that CDCR provide evidence to support the DEIR statement that 
communities with prisons are not linked to higher instances of crime. In 2008, CDCR 
prepared a study of the potential impacts of prisons on host communities, including property 
values, crime rates, and other various social and fiscal impacts resulting from inmate 
families in relocating near prisons to be near inmates (CDCR 2008).  

The study analyzed whether the presence of a prison might cause an increase in crime by 
attracting criminal acquaintances of inmates. The study compared crime rates of Vacaville 
(location of the California Medical Facility and the California State Prison—Solano) and 
Delano (location of the North Kern State Prison and Kern Valley State Prison) to pre-prison 
data and comparable cities. The study found that the Delano crime rate was erratic, but, 
although it has climbed since 2004 (when a new prison was opened; an existing state prison 
was already in Delano), no association could be established between the crime rates and the 
opening of the new prison. However, Vacaville crime rates have remained below state rates 
since 1985, and the study found that no evidence exists that Vacaville crime rates are affected 
by the presence of prisons, which were in operation for the duration of the study period. The 
study concludes that crime rates are complex and affected by numerous social and economic 
factors beyond the control of local law enforcement agencies, and no evidence exists of a 
connection between crime rates and prisons in Delano or Vacaville (CDCR 2008:3). 
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The CDCR study concluded that the location of prisons within communities does not 
adversely affect property values or crime rates, that a very small number of families move to 
be near an inmate, and that no evidence exists that such families are more prone toward 
criminal behavior than the population at large.  

With regards to increased demand for police services from construction and operation of the 
project, CDCR understands that local communities may bear an additional burden of public 
service impacts during construction, when heavy vehicles access the area. To address the 
project’s construction-related traffic impacts, the DEIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.11-4, 
which requires CDCR to prepare a construction traffic management plan before construction 
and coordinate with applicable transportation entities, including the City of Ione. As part of this 
construction traffic management plan, CDCR will provide flagging and temporary traffic controls 
to ensure that motorist safety is maintained. CDCR will also commit to funding an additional 
officer and firefighter, and their equipment, during the construction period. The second full 
paragraph of Mitigation Measure 3.11-4 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has been modified as follows 
to provide more specific direction regarding coordination with the City of Ione.  

To minimize potential impacts, the TMP will restrict, to the extent feasible, peak hour 
trips entering and exiting MCSP to 27 passenger car equivalents (PCEs). The TMP will 
include an updated evaluation of current operational characteristics of the roadways to 
determine if construction traffic would cause unacceptable operations. If so, the TMP 
will specify temporary mitigation as needed, including (but not limited to) temporary 
operational improvements (such as a temporary signal or flagging that would be 
developed in consultation with the applicable transportation entities) or limiting the 
hours or amount of construction trips on affected roadway segments. Additionally, 
CDCR shall reimburse the City of Ione for one police officer and one firefighter for the 
duration of infill construction and for three to six months following substantial 
activation. The salary and benefits will be based on the published PERS rate. CDCR 
shall also reimburse the City for the monthly cost of the rental/lease of a patrol vehicle 
and a used fire apparatus vehicle. Substantial activation of the project means when the 
new facility is 50% occupied. The TMP will also evaluate pavement conditions along 
the haul routes designated in the TMP, and, if necessary, specify mitigations to: 

 avoid or minimize the use of haul routes where the pavement condition is 
physically deficient, according to each jurisdictions’ standards, or 

 enter into mitigation agreements to improve the physical condition of haul routes 
that are in a physically deficient condition. 

Determination of whether the pavement condition is “acceptable” or “deficient” will be 
defined by the presiding jurisdiction’s pavement management criteria. 

Additionally, during coordination with the City of Ione regarding the construction traffic 
management plan, if the City of Ione maintains their concern regarding the need for 
public services, CDCR will include considerations, such as arranging with Amador 
County or the California Highway Patrol for the provision of additional police services 
in the event of an accident related to the construction of the proposed project.  

L11-34 As described in Response to Comment L11-19, based on the revised 2030 population 
estimate for the city of Ione (excluding the previously included institutionalized population), 
the proposed project (single facility or complex) would result in an increase of 0.68 and 1.3 
percent, respectively (96/14,022 and 186/14,022, respectively), of the city’s projected 2030 
population. Notwithstanding this revision to the DEIR analysis, project implementation is 
expected to result in a less-than-significant effect on police services (see Impacts 3.10-1a 
and 3.10-1b) for the reasons described in Response to Comment L11-31. Further, the City 
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is responsible for approving development that would allow for increased population, and for 
funding mechanisms that would support services needed to service the population. CDCR is 
not responsible for the City’s decisions regarding if and where they allow population-
increasing development. If housing is not provided in the City, project employees would 
seek housing at any of the many nearby communities. 

L11-35 The comment notes that the DEIR does not address the potential effects on police services 
that could result from an increase in traffic from non-resident employees and visitors. Impacts 
3.10-1a and 3.10-1b in the DEIR, Volume 3, discuss the project’s potential impacts on police 
services in the city, and conclude project development would not create substantial demand 
for new police protection facilities in any one community; would provide for onsite security 
needs through the employment of 207 new correctional officers; and would result in a 
relatively small increase in the volume of calls to the Ione Police Department. No new police 
facilities or personnel would be required. This impact was therefore determined to be less than 
significant. It should be noted that based on concerns voiced by the City for potential calls for 
service for police during construction, although CDCR would provide appropriate flagging and 
traffic control to reduce potential safety concerns and the need for police services during 
construction, CDCR would temporarily fund an additional officer and patrol car. Refer to 
Response to Comment L11-33 for further clarification. 

 With respect to impacts during operation, although a limited increase in law enforcement 
presence may be required as a result of increased traffic on local roadways (onsite incidents 
would generally be handled by the correctional staff), the need for additional law 
enforcement is not typically based on traffic levels, and it is unlikely that a traffic-based 
increase in law enforcement would, by itself, constitute an increase in demand that would 
require construction of new law enforcement facilities. Further, if enforcement activities 
(issuing tickets) related to more people coming to the site were to occur, the fines 
associated with these activities could be used to fund additional enforcement personnel. The 
City provides no evidence that this type of impact would occur, including based on its own 
experience with a prison that has operated at MCSP since 1987 (over 25 years). Please 
refer to Response to Comment L11-33. 

L11-36 The comment regarding payment of fees to mitigate impacts on police services is noted. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments L11-3 and L11-33. As discussed, a significant 
impact on police services is not expected.  

L11-37 Please refer to Response to Comment L11-36. 

L11-38 The comment states that project construction would have a severe impact on traffic 
conditions in Ione, which would require the need for police services due to traffic congestion, 
vehicle code violations, and traffic accidents. Please refer to Response to Comment L11-33. 
Regarding additional congestion related to project traffic, CDCR will pay the City of Ione’s 
traffic impact fee per DEIR Volume 3 Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, similar to any other project 
that produces traffic in the City.  

L11-39 Please refer to Response to Comment L11-33 regarding police services during project 
construction. Also, please refer to Response to Comment L11-3 regarding payment of fees 
to mitigate impacts on police services during project operation.  

L11-40 The comment asserts that due to the flawed analysis of the Population, Employment, and 
Housing section, the Public Services (fire services) analysis is also flawed. Please refer to 
Responses to Comments L11-15 through L11-20 regarding the Population, Employment, 
and Housing analysis in the DEIR, Volume 3. 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project Final EIR 3-235 

L11-41 The comment asserts that the DEIR fails to properly evaluate and disclose physical 
environmental effects that would result from the project’s impacts to and depletion of fire 
services. The City does not provide specifics as to how the project’s impacts were 
improperly evaluated and disclosed, so a direct response cannot be provided. 

Existing fire protection services in the City of Ione are described on pages 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 
of the DEIR, Volume 3. In particular, the DEIR states that, according to the City of Ione 
General Plan Update DEIR (City of Ione 2009a), Ione Fire Department’s 90th percentile 
response time is 9.6 minutes throughout the service area. The median response time in the 
service area is 5.8 minutes. Impacts 3.10-2a and 3.10-2b discuss the project’s potential 
impacts on fire services in the city, and conclude project development would not create 
substantial demand for new fire protection facilities in any one community; would generate 
few calls for offsite fire protection services; and would be designed consistent with State fire 
regulations. No new fire facilities or personnel would be required. This impact was therefore 
determined to be less than significant. Because the City does not provide evidence as to 
what constitutes a “lack of available public services,” no further response can be provided. 
Further, although CDCR anticipates that appropriate construction methods and provision of 
MCSP Fire Department services would be adequate to ensure that potential wildland fire 
impacts during construction would not occur, CDCR acknowledges the City’s concern for 
potential calls for service during construction and would provide funding to the City for an 
additional firefighter and leasing of a used fire apparatus vehicle during construction and for 
three to six months following substantial activation. Once activated, the prison would have 
additional onsite fire equipment and inmate fire fighters. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments L11-2 and L11-33 for further clarification. 

L11-42 As described in Response to Comment L11-19, based on the revised 2030 population 
estimate for the City of Ione (excluding the previously included institutionalized population), 
the proposed project (single facility or complex) would result in an increase of 0.68 and 1.3 
percent, respectively (96/14,022 and 186/14,022, respectively), of the City’s projected 2030 
population. Notwithstanding this revision to the DEIR analysis, project implementation is 
expected to result in a less-than-significant effect on fire protection services (see Impacts 
3.10-2a and 3.10-2b) for the reasons described in Response to Comment L11-41. Further, 
the comment suggests the City has no say in the growth that may occur within its city limits. 
The City has the ability to approve projects, deny them, or condition them to avoid impacts 
that have a nexus to the development. Finally, as shown in Comments L11-36 and L11-45, 
the City mitigates for the impacts of development on police and fire services through various 
mechanisms. Therefore, if the City allows for growth-inducing development, it also has the 
means to mitigate the impacts through its traditional development process. 

L11-43 The comment states that the DEIR analysis does not address impacts that could result from 
new employees and their families moving to areas within the Ione Fire Department’s service 
area, but outside of the incorporated city limits. Existing fire protection services in the city of 
Ione are described on pages 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 of the DEIR, Volume 3. In summary, fire 
protection services in the project area are provided by the MCSP Fire Department and the 
City of Ione Fire Department. Additional aid is available from the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE).  

New employees and their families that relocate to areas within the Ione Fire Department’s 
service area, but outside of the incorporated city limits, would be served by the Ione Fire 
Department. For the reasons described in Response to Comment L11-41, project 
implementation is expected to result in a less-than-significant effect on fire protection 
services (see Impacts 3.10-2a and 3.10-2b of the DEIR, Volume 3). Further, as described in 
Response to Comment L11-42, the City has its own mechanism to mitigate for increased 
demands in police and fire services associated with new development it approves. 
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L11-44 Impacts 3.10-2a and 3.10-2b discuss the project’s potential impacts on fire services in the 
City, and conclude project development would not create substantial demand for new fire 
protection facilities in any one community; would generate few calls for offsite fire protection 
services; and would be designed consistent with State fire regulations. No new fire facilities 
or personnel would be required. This impact was therefore determined to be less than 
significant. The commenter offers no other evidence to demonstrate that significant fire 
service impacts would occur; therefore, no further response can be provided. Further, as 
also stated in Response to Comment L11-35 regarding police services, this concern related 
to a “drastic increase” in demand is not supported by any evidence despite the fact that 
MCSP has been in operation since 1987, over 25 years. 

L11-45 The comment regarding payment of fees to mitigate impacts on fire protection services is 
noted. Please refer to Responses to Comments L11-3 and L11-33. 

L11-46 Please refer to Response to Comment L11-45. 

L11-47 The comment regarding the Ione Fire Department’s increased call volume during 
construction of the existing MCSP is noted. Please refer to Response to Comment L11-2.  

L11-48 Impacts 3.10-2a and 3.10-2b discuss the project’s potential impacts on fire services in the City, 
and conclude project development would not create substantial demand for new fire protection 
facilities in any one community; would generate few calls for offsite fire protection services; and 
would be designed consistent with State fire regulations. No new fire facilities or offsite 
personnel would be required. This impact was therefore determined to be less than significant.  

 It should be noted that every state prison in California, including MCSP, has the same 
number of fire services positions, which include one Fire Chief, one hazardous materials 
specialist, and four fire captains. For those state prisons with two facilities (e.g., Folsom, 
which contains Folsom State Prison and Folsom Women’s Facility), a fifth fire captain is 
added and would be included as part of the proposed project. 

L11-49 The comment states that fire flow is not analyzed in the DEIR and that the proposed project 
would require a minimum of 2 million gallons of water storage. Adequate water storage is 
proposed as a component of the proposed project, as described on page 2-6 of the DEIR, 
Volume 3, which states: 

…In addition, CDCR would construct a water storage tank (approximately 3,500,000 
gallons in capacity) adjacent to the level II infill correctional facility and within the infill 
site to provide redundant supplies to the infill site and MCSP, in the event that 
supplies are temporarily unavailable via the existing pipeline system. 

As described above, adequate water storage for fire flow, as well as backup domestic 
demand, is proposed as part of the proposed project, and the environmental impacts of 
installing the proposed water storage tank are analyzed throughout the DEIR. Prior to 
construction, all fire control and response elements of the proposed project will require 
review and approval by the State Fire Marshal. Further, the design-build entity will prepare a 
more precise modeling evaluation that confirms water pressure requirements as part of their 
development package. 

L11-50 The comment states that fire hazards are not disclosed as a potential impact in the DEIR. 
However, wildland fire impacts are addressed in Section 3.6, “Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials,” in the DEIR, Volume 3 (see Impacts 3.6-2a and 3.6-2b). In summary, although 
the proposed project would be located in an area of high fire hazards, CDCR has 
appropriate fire protection services and measures in place to prevent the loss, injury, or 
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death of people or structures as a result of a wildfire. For these reasons, this impact was 
determined to be less than significant. Nonetheless, CDCR acknowledges the City’s 
concern regarding potential risk of wildland fires during construction and resulting calls for 
service to the Ione Fire Department. As noted in Response to Comment L11-33, Mitigation 
Measure 3.11-4 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has been modified to include provision of funding 
for an additional firefighter and lease of a used fire apparatus vehicle during construction 
and for three to six months following substantial activation. Once activated, the prison would 
have additional onsite fire equipment and inmate fire fighters.  

L11-51 Tables 3.11-5 through 3.11-8 in Volume 3 of the DEIR include information related to project-
related traffic during the “regular peak hours.” Please refer to the data included under the 
headings “AM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic” and “PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street 
Traffic.” No additions to or modifications of the analysis of the DEIR is necessary or required. 

L11-52 With regard to evaluation of weekend traffic, as stated in the DEIR, a quantitative analysis 
was not considered necessary because weekend traffic in the area is generally considered 
to be lower than weekday traffic. However, in response to the comment, traffic counts were 
taken for a full week in August 2013 (between August 23 and August 29) on State Route 
104 adjacent to the MCSP driveway. As shown in the figure below, weekday traffic volumes 
on SR 104 ranged from 3,941 on Monday to 4,473 on Friday. Weekend traffic volumes were 
3,206 on Saturday and 2,808 on Sunday. Traffic volumes on weekdays are 40 percent 
higher on average than on weekends.  

The DEIR analyzed trip generation of the project under the following four weekday time 
periods: 

 5:30 a.m. to 6:30 a.m. – which is the morning shift change 
 The a.m. peak hour of the adjacent street traffic - which is typically between 7 a.m. and 9 

a.m. 
 1:30 p.m.to 2:30 p.m. – which is the afternoon shift change 
 The p.m. peak hour of the adjacent street traffic – which is typically between 4 p.m. and 

6 p.m. 

Tables 3.11-5 and 3.11-7 of the DEIR reported that the project would generate 764 weekday 
trips and 964 weekend day trips, respectively. Those tables also showed the number of 
project trips that would be generated on a weekday and a weekend day for the four time 
periods listed above. 

For comparison purposes, the following exhibit and table were prepared to compare the 
existing plus project volumes for weekdays and weekend days for each of the periods listed 
above. As shown, the existing plus project traffic volumes are higher on weekdays than on 
weekend days during the 5:30 a.m. to 6:30 a.m. hour, the a.m. peak hour between 7 a.m. 
and 9 a.m., and the p.m. peak hour between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. The existing plus project 
volumes during the 1:30 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. hour are about the same on weekdays as on 
weekend days. With the project, the surrounding roadway system would have more traffic 
on weekdays than on weekend days for the entire day and during the time periods listed 
above, with the exception of the 1:30 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. hour when the traffic on the weekend 
is about equal to the weekday. These results clearly support the rationale that additional 
weekend traffic analysis is not necessary and would not result in additional traffic impacts. 
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Exhibit 3-1 Daily Roadway Volumes Along SR 104 
 

Table 3-4 Existing Hourly Traffic Volumes on SR 104 by Day 

Time Period Sunday  
(8/25/13) 

Monday 
(8/26/13) 

Tuesday 
(8/27/13) 

Wednesday 
(8/28/13) 

Thursday 
(8/29/13) 

Friday  
(8/23/13) 

Saturday 
(8/24/13) 

5 to 6 am 102 248 259 253 240 232 120 
6 to 7 am 67 355 389 378 355 324 109 
7 to 8 am 98 320 305 324 317 301 137 
8 to 9 am 130 218 256 202 237 231 163 

9 to 10 am 151 188 161 211 189 199 188 
10 to 11 am 191 205 218 225 235 252 222 
11 to Noon 245 211 207 234 240 315 225 

Noon to 1 pm 200 200 218 220 231 241 218 
1 to 2 pm 281 236 257 267 271 297 271 
2 to 3 pm 215 281 323 312 336 330 215 
3 to 4 pm 241 300 357 338 361 365 256 
4 to 5 pm 173 319 286 300 313 328 192 
5 to 6 pm 144 243 266 256 239 248 172 
6 to 7 pm 115 158 165 176 177 185 119 

 

L11-53 The existing inmate transfer system operates between all existing CDCR facilities, as well as 
(on an as-needed basis) other facilities (e.g., local jails). Therefore, with regards to the 
routes that would be taken, it is impossible to predict whether, on a daily basis, these trips 
would access the infill site from Stockton, Folsom, or some other destination. Further, in 
recognition of the commenter’s concern, it should be noted that, upon further evaluation, the 
DEIR overstated the potential number of inmate transfers traveling to and from the infill site. 
While the DEIR’s statement on page 3.11-3 of Volume 3 that weekday a.m. and p.m. peak-
hour trips associated with inmate transfers would be “less than five per day”, a more 
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reasonable estimate of peak hour trips associated with inmate transfers would be less than 
one per day or approximately 2 transfers per week, based on existing inmate transfers to 
and from MCSP. This volume would be considered minimal, and, in and of itself, it would be 
virtually indistinguishable from existing background trips, and a quantitative evaluation as 
part of the Final EIR would not result in any changes to the conclusions presented in the 
DEIR.  

L11-54 The DEIR does not improperly defer analysis as suggested in this comment. The statement 
regarding “planning-level analysis” follows the setting discussion for roadway segment 
methodology and more specifically a description of the thresholds set in the Amador County 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The antecedent that is referred to in “[t]his planning-
level analysis” is the RTP, not the analysis contained in the DEIR. Rather, the more detailed 
operational analysis that is addressed later in the paragraph (referred to in this comment) is 
the analysis of potential roadway segment impacts of the proposed project.  

L11-55 Quantitative analysis is not required in order to accurately evaluate the potential 
construction traffic impacts of the proposed project nor is it required prior to approval of the 
project. Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the mitigation measure included as part 
of Impact 3.11-4 of Volume 3 of the DEIR includes a performance metric that would reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Based on the projected intensity of construction at 
certain times during the construction period, CDCR anticipates that this performance metric 
would be exceeded, thereby resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact even with the 
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures. Until such time as a contractor and 
specific vendors for construction materials are selected a quantitative analysis would not be 
feasible and would not alter the significance conclusions already included in the DEIR. 
Therefore, the analysis of the DEIR with respect to construction traffic is considered 
adequate and prepared in accordance with CEQA requirements. Also, please see 
Responses to Comments L11-2 and L11-33, both of which address CDCR’s commitment to 
funding an additional police and fire fighting position during construction. 

L11-56 CDCR will consider the suggested measure provided by the City during preparation of the 
construction traffic management plan. However, delivery trucks and other large vehicles 
have been observed traveling through downtown without resulting in physical damage to 
local businesses. Damage to local businesses and potential risks to pedestrians and 
motorists as a result of potential truck conflicts are not anticipated. Large commercial 
vehicles are common on the main thoroughfare through the City of Ione since two state 
highways, SR 104 and SR 124, course through the center of the city. 

L11-57 Potentially significant impacts related to City facilities, per the City’s level of service (LOS) 
standards, were not identified as part of the DEIR. Therefore, payment of fees to mitigate 
potentially significant impacts of the project, per the City’s criteria, was not recommended in 
the DEIR. However, as noted in Responses to Comments L11-2 and L11-3, CDCR 
recognizes it will contribute a substantial level of traffic to City streets, and therefore will pay 
the City traffic impact fees.  

L11-58 The comment requests clarification as to the feasibility of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 and 
whether CDCR would still contribute regional, and city, traffic fees which could be applied 
towards improvement of the intersection (at the discretion of these agencies). Please also 
refer to Responses to Comments L11-2 and L11-3. Further, the last paragraph on page 
3.11-27 of Volume 3 of the DEIR has been clarified as follows: 

Signalization of the SR 104/SR 88/Jackson Valley Road intersection would reduce 
the delay at the intersection to an acceptable level during the p.m. peak hour. This 
intersection meets the peak hour signal warrant based on the requirements outlined 
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in the MUTCD even under existing (without the proposed complex) conditions. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would provide LOS B operations with the 
level II infill correctional facility complex. However, implementation of this 
improvement (signalization) Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 is within the responsibility and 
jurisdiction of another public agency, Caltrans, and not CDCR. Further, Caltrans and 
Amador County have indicated that there are no proposed or planned improvements 
at this intersection and thus, payment of regional transportation fees would not be 
expected to result in direct improvement of this intersection. Since signalization is not 
a planned improvement and could not be guaranteed prior to initiation of operation of 
the proposed complex, operations at the intersection of SR 104, SR 88, and Jackson 
Valley Road would likely continue to be unacceptable. In addition, as noted above, 
operations at two study intersections would not exceed City of Ione LOS standards 
for the intersection, but would, with and without the proposed complex, exceed 
Caltrans standards for those state facilities. Improvement of these intersections 
would likely have secondary impacts, especially related to removal or modification of 
historic resources, which would likely be significant due to the presence of a nearby 
historic district (refer to Section 3.3, “Cultural Resources” of this volume). As a result, 
implementation of this mitigation at the two City of Ione intersections is considered 
infeasible. As a result, iImpacts to intersections would be significant and 
unavoidable with implementation of the proposed complex. 

L11-59 The comment is incorrect that the DEIR did not discuss weekend parking demand and is 
referred to the first full paragraph on page 3.11-32 and the first paragraph on page 3.11-64 
of Volume 3 of the DEIR. The following information is provided as additional detail of the 
analysis.  

As noted on pages 3-7 and 3-8 of Volume 1 of the DEIR, the level of parking to be provided 
onsite with either a single, level II infill correctional facility (207 parking spaces) or a level II 
infill correctional facility complex (417 parking spaces) was determined based on custody 
staff and visitor projections, which, as stated in the comment, could result in greater parking 
demand than staffing (custody and support) on weekdays. As stated on page 3-7, potential 
parking demand was calculated through a “combination of the [custody] staff totals for the 
second and third watches… plus an estimate of the number of visitors the facility would 
receive based on the facility’s population.” Looking specifically at the proposed complex at 
MCSP, this calculation results in a combined custody staff parking demand of 179 (113 
second watch staff plus 66 third watch staff), which would only occur for approximately 2 
hours during the day. The anticipated number of visitors for the entire day (238) is then 
added to determine the potential parking demand and necessary supply for the proposed 
complex. Based on CDCR’s experience with other facilities, including MCSP, assuming 15 
percent of inmates could receive a visitor on a given day is a conservative estimate and 
valid for determining what could happen with implementation of the proposed project. It 
should also be noted that the existing MCSP includes additional surface parking lots 
southeast of the existing prison administration facility that could accommodate additional 
overflow parking demand in the event of an unforeseen event that would temporarily 
increase visitation on a given day. Adequate parking would be provided within the grounds 
of the existing prison; visitor security review would continue to occur at the main entrance to 
the prison. CDCR believes that no significant impacts would occur as a result of inmate 
visitation to the proposed infill facility. 

L11-60 As noted above in Response to Comment L11-59, 417 parking spaces would be provided as 
part of a level II infill correctional facility complex.  

L11-61 Please refer to Response to Comment L11-3. 
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L11-62 Because the level II infill facilities that would be constructed and operated as part of the 
proposed project would be operated under the authority of the respective adjacent prison(s), 
the degree of administrative staffing necessary for a stand-alone prison would not be 
required. As a result, the overall staffing for the project is less than that of the existing 
facilities. Further, as noted on page 3-13 of Volume 1 of the DEIR, the proposed level II infill 
correctional facilities would meet or exceed Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) Silver standards. In so doing, the proposed facilities would include more water 
efficient fixtures, such as toilets and faucets, which would result in reduced water 
consumption and wastewater generation. Finally, the existing MCSP operates facilities, such 
as laundry, administrative spaces, and certain food preparation facilities, that would not be 
constructed at the infill site; therefore, water demand for the infill facility would be 
proportionately less. The water demand estimates were developed based on demand 
generated by similar CDCR facilities (e.g. California State Prison, Corcoran) and therefore 
present the best available information to estimating the proposed facility’s demands. 

L11-63 As noted in this comment, the language included in CEQA Guidelines Section 15155 
specifically applies to city and county lead agencies and not to state lead agencies. 
However, consistent with the commenter’s request, the DEIR did provide an evaluation of 
impacts consistent with the intent of CEQA Guidelines Section 15155 although a formal 
water supply analysis study was not required. As shown on pages 3.12-2 through 3.12-6 
and 3.12-9 through 3.12-12 of Volume 3, the DEIR did evaluate the potential impacts to and 
availability of water supplies in the vicinity of each of the infill sites. This evaluation included 
coordination with the local water purveyor, which (in the case of MCSP) is AWA. No further 
analysis or documentation is considered necessary. Moreover, the comment does not 
identify any shortcomings in the water supply impact analysis that was provided in the DEIR. 

L11-64 Adequate fire flow would be incorporated as part of the proposed project, and as such, 
potential impacts to offsite facilities was not necessary. As stated on page 2-6 of Volume 3 
of the DEIR, approximately 3,500,000 gallons of water storage would be provided via a 
water storage tank at the infill site. Further, as noted above, MCSP includes its own fire 
department that would respond to calls for service at the infill site once it is completed and 
activated. Due to the fact that development of the MCSP Infill Site with level II infill 
correctional facilities would include water storage that exceeds the comment’s suggested 
storage requirement by 1,500,000 gallons, no additional impacts are anticipated. The State 
Fire Marshal is responsible for reviewing and approving all fire response requirements on 
state prison projects including this proposal. 

L11-65 AWA includes consideration of existing agreements when determining available capacity 
and the potential need to expand water treatment capacity, including at the Ione Water 
Treatment Plant (WTP). The existing joint powers agreement (JPA) between CDCR and 
AWA allows for CDCR to use up to 1,085,000 gpd of treated water. AWA has not requested 
CDCR to reduce its demand due to decreasing capacity, nor have they indicated a potential 
issue related to capacity at and/or planned upgrades to the Ione WWTP. Based on available 
information provided by AWA, adequate capacity is available. Additionally, CDCR’s demand 
at MCSP, inclusive of the proposed project, would be less than historical demand in 2007. It 
should also be noted that AWA did not raise any concerns as part of the public review 
periods for the NOP or the DEIR related to available capacity of the Ione WTP.  

L11-66 Impacts related to the amount of backwash that could potentially result from the treatment of 
potable water supplies at the Ione WTP are not the responsibility of CDCR. AWA is the 
agency responsible for evaluating such impacts. Because CDCR would not exceed its 
agreement for water with AWA and in general water demands would be at or below 2007 
historical water demands for MCSP, potential increases in backwash beyond what has 
previously been projected and planned for is not anticipated.  
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L11-67 Please refer to Response to Comment L11-62 for a reply to this same issue. 

L11-68 The comment is mistaken in its statement that the DEIR states that the MCSP WWTP would 
be “pushed to the limit.” The DEIR does not include such a statement, and as shown in 
Impact 3.11-2a, beginning on page 3.12-13 of Volume 3, adequate capacity at the MCSP 
WWTP is available to accommodate the proposed project. Contrary to the commenter’s 
assertion, mitigation is not required when the action is either part of the proposed project or 
part of regulatory compliance. In this case, both of the aforementioned conditions apply to 
the project. CDCR would, as part of the proposed project, modify the acreage of spray fields 
to be used for the disposal of effluent. As such, amendment of the existing WDR Order No. 
05-00-088 would be required and would necessitate coordination with the Central Valley 
RWQCB. Additionally, CDCR is in the process of implementing upgrades to the existing 
MCSP WWTP, which also requires coordination with the RWQCB, as part of compliance 
with the existing WDR Order No. 05-00-088 for MCSP. Therefore, mitigation requiring 
coordination is neither necessary nor warranted. Further, requiring coordination, in and of 
itself, as mitigation does not assure that improvements would be implemented.  

 It should also be noted that, as part of existing WDRs, CDCR consistently coordinates with 
and submits regular reports documenting performance of its WWTP and effluent disposal 
systems to the Central Valley RWQCB. 

L11-69 CDCR has reviewed the utilities analysis and found one incorrect reference to a NPDES 
permit. The second-to-last sentence of the third paragraph on page 3.12-7 of Volume 3 of 
the DEIR has been revised as follows:  

Upgrades include a secondary clarifier, a mixed liquor splitter box, a chlorine contact 
basin, a disinfected secondary effluent pump station, motor speed controls for return 
activated sludge pumps, and other improvements designed to bring the plant into 
compliance with WDRs NPDES permit requirements and to discharge the cease-
and-desist order. 

The modification of this text does not change the conclusions of the DEIR. Recirculation of 
the DEIR would not be required.  

L11-70 Based on the current planning and design of the proposed offsite spray fields, no changes to 
City WWTP facilities would be required. As a result, the DEIR did not evaluate the potential 
impacts associated with improvements, because none were determined to be necessary.  

L11-71 It is CDCR’s intention to coordinate with the City of Ione for the development and operation 
of new offsite effluent spray fields on one or more existing non-irrigated agricultural situated 
west of town. Implementation of this plan would have potential benefits to not only CDCR 
but also the City and ARSA since it would involve infrastructure improvements to the local 
effluent disposal system. As noted elsewhere in this FEIR, CDCR has proposed to contract 
with the City for the development and operation of spray fields that would accept all or a 
significant portion of the treated effluent produced annually by the prison. If the City declines 
to implement this plan then CDCR will consider contracting directly with the subject 
landowner for the operation of offsite effluent spray fields. Alternately, CDCR will consider 
improving the efficiency of its existing spray fields on the prison grounds. 

L11-72 Based on the proposed locations of effluent spray fields (i.e. water reclamation areas) and 
the City’s WWTP, the DEIR evaluated the extension of PVC C900 pipe westward from the 
existing ponds along Old Stockton Road to the spray fields proposed as part of CDCR’s 
project. This potential route was evaluated based on perceived constraints related to Sutter 
Creek and other biological resources. However, because final engineering drawings have 
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yet to be prepared and the final design of the extended infrastructure will depend on the 
City’s initial construction of its project, the exact location of the proposed infrastructure was 
not identified graphically as part of the DEIR. Nonetheless, the DEIR did evaluate potential 
impacts along the aforementioned corridor and included this analysis appropriately within 
the various sections of the DEIR. Further analysis of the construction of these facilities is not 
considered necessary so long as the proposed infrastructure remains within the corridor that 
was evaluated. If, upon further design and planning, the proposed infrastructure would 
extend outside of the corridor evaluated, CDCR would supplement the analysis of the DEIR 
as necessary and in compliance with CEQA requirements. 

L11-73 Please refer to Response to Comment L11-22. The preparation of a reclaimed water master 
plan is not considered necessary to ensure that significant impacts with respect to effluent 
disposal do not occur.  

L11-74 The comment is noted. CDCR recognizes that an agreement is not currently in place for the 
disposal of CDCR-treated effluent by the City. However, CDCR has conducted extensive 
outreach and meetings with City staff regarding the feasibility of this component of the 
project. Based on the outcome of those meetings, including a February 28, 2013 meeting 
between CDCR, the City of Ione, ARSA, and others, the transfer of disinfected treated 
effluent was considered feasible and the City did not indicate any substantial concerns. 
Based on these indications of feasibility, as well as continued meetings between CDCR and 
the City, CDCR included this as a component of the proposed project. Should this 
component be determined at a later date to be infeasible, CDCR would be responsible for 
evaluating alternative methods for disposal of the effluent intended to be transferred to the 
City and evaluate a selected alternative method pursuant to CEQA.  

L11-75 Please refer to Response to Comment L11-73. 

L11-76 The comment questions if a light study was completed for the DEIR analysis. As described 
on page 3.13-1 of the DEIR, Volume 3:  

The visual resources analysis is based on field surveys of the infill site and 
surrounding areas and interpretation and analysis of existing views of the infill site 
and surrounding area. Visual simulations are used to draw conclusions regarding the 
appearance and effects of the contemplated development on visual resources. 

Further, page 3.13-3 of the DEIR, Volume 3 states: 

A field reconnaissance was conducted in January of 2013 to survey potential viewing 
points that would represent common views toward the MCSP Infill Site. Photographs 
were taken from various viewpoints outside the prison facilities to determine the 
visibility of the infill site from public roads, public open space areas, and residential 
areas. Representative viewpoints were selected based on visibility of the site 
(unobstructed or partially obstructed views) and on the sensitivity of the potential 
viewers. Based on the reconnaissance, three viewpoints were selected for detailed 
analysis, including visual simulations. Nighttime photographs were taken from these 
viewpoints on March 27, 2013.  

As described in Impacts 3.13-3a and 3.13-3b, the simulated nighttime views from three 
viewpoints in the area surrounding the infill site show that terrain and/or trees mostly block 
or screen the lights from the selected viewpoints. For this reason and also because the 
proposed project would be set far enough back from offsite areas that the lighting 
associated with the facility would not substantially alter nighttime light conditions in the 
surrounding area, this impact was determined to be less than significant.  
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L11-77 The comment notes that the analysis does not address impacts on views from homes on 
nearby hilltops that may include the proposed project in their viewsheds. CDCR disagrees. 
Further, CEQA case law, specifically Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside 
(2004), determined that “[u]nder CEQA, the question is whether a project will affect the 
environment of persons in general, not whether a project will affect particular persons.” It 
should be noted that to the extent feasible, CDCR did both during evaluation of the 
proposed project. During public scoping for this project, CDCR requested input on the 
locations to use for the visual simulations and members of the public were allowed to 
request specific evaluations. One location, the view east from the Toma Property (Viewpoint 
3), was identified as a representative viewpoint, and, as such, was evaluated in the DEIR. 
The DEIR also evaluated two publicly accessible points along SR 104 and Waterman Road. 
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Letter  
L12 

Response 
 Darren Gretler, County of San Diego Planning & Development Services  

August 16, 2013 
 

L12-1 Introductory remarks to the comment letter are noted. No specific comments addressing the 
environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

L12-2 The need for County DPW Traffic staff to review the signal warrant analysis for the Otay 
Mesa Road/Alta Road intersection is noted. Upon completion of the analysis, CDCR will 
submit the analysis for review and comment by the County. 

L12-3 The comment is noted. CDCR will coordinate with the County of San Diego and will fully 
fund the signalization and improvement of the intersection of Otay Mesa Road and Alta 
Road, as noted in Mitigation Measure 3.11-1a in Volume 2 of the DEIR.  

L12-4 The comment is noted. CDCR will coordinate as early as possible with the DPW Traffic 
Section to initiate the process for Board consideration of the proposed traffic signal. 

L12-5 The comment is noted. CDCR will consider all relevant local plans and policies when 
designing roadway improvements. 

L12-6 The comment is noted. CDCR will obtain all necessary permits from the County for work 
within the County’s right-of-way. 

L12-7 The comment is noted. Mitigation Measures 3.11-6a and 3.11-6b in Volume 2 of the DEIR 
address CDCR’s contribution to the County’s Traffic Impact Fees (TIF). CDCR will 
coordinate calculation and payment of the TIF with the PDS Land Development 
Transportation Planning section. 

L12-8 The comment is noted. As necessary, CDCR will coordinate directly with the City of San 
Diego for impacts to City roadway facilities.  

L12-9 The text has been modified to indicate that the RJD Infill Site is not within a take authorized 
area in the County’s MSCP. Please refer to Response to Comment F1-8.  

L12-10 Contact information for County of San Diego is noted. 
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Letter  
L13 

Response 
 Sean Rabè, Amador Regional Sanitation Authority 

August 19, 2013 
 

L13-1 ARSA’s interests affected by the project and historical agreements with CDCR are noted. No 
specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

L13-2 The comment incorrectly states that the project’s anticipated increase in wastewater flows 
would necessitate improvements to MCSP’s wastewater treatment plant (WWTP). As noted 
in Table 3.12-7 on page 3.12-13 of Volume 3 of the DEIR, adequate capacity is available at 
the existing MCSP WWTP to accommodate the proposed project. However, improvements 
are currently planned, as part of a separate project, to the MCSP WWTP that would improve 
the level of treatment provided by the existing plant.  

Regarding the existing Use Agreement and Lease between CDCR and ARSA, CDCR does 
not intend to modify the existing agreement as part of the proposed project. CDCR would 
continue to send flows to Preston Reservoir in accordance with its existing contractual 
limitations and would not impinge on ARSA’s existing discharge rights. 

L13-3 CDCR’s evaluation of storage and disposal capacity included an evaluation of capacity in 
light of existing agreements, such as the existing Use Agreement and Lease with ARSA. 
While flows to Preston Reservoir may increase above historic/existing conditions, CDCR 
would not operate outside of its existing contractual limitations with respect to flows to 
Preston Reservoir and would not impinge upon ARSA’s contractual rights at Preston 
Reservoir as established under the existing agreement.  

L13-4 The importance of regional cooperation and the general inter-connectedness of ARSA’s, 
Ione’s, and CDCR’s wastewater disposal systems are noted. No specific comments 
addressing the environmental analysis were raised; however, please refer to Response to 
Comment L9-1. 

L13-5 Please refer to Responses to Comments L13-2 and L13-3. 
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Letter  
L14 

Response 
 Richard Forster, Amador County Board of Supervisors 

August 19, 2013 
 

L14-1 The comment incorrectly states that the MCSP WWTP treats wastewater to primary 
standards. It treats wastewater to disinfected secondary standards before discharging to 
spray fields. 

 To clarify the project description at MCSP, the wastewater effluent that would be dispersed 
at the proposed additional offsite fields would be wastewater effluent from the MCSP 
WWTP. If the current effluent export pipeline between Preston Reservoir and the Ione 
WWTP is used to transfer treated effluent to the new offsite spray fields west of Ione, it can 
be assumed that some intermingling of effluent from all three entities may occur. However, 
the objective of the proposed new offsite spray field is to accommodate only the volume of 
effluent that can no longer be disposed of on MCSP spray fields due to construction of the 
proposed Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project. However, to assure hydraulic 
efficiency, CDCR may construct a new effluent transfer pipeline between its main effluent 
storage reservoir and the new spray field. This will limit the need for pumps to operate the 
irrigation equipment. At the proposed offsite spray fields, above-grade, fixed-set irrigation 
systems, wheel-line systems or flood-irrigation systems would be used for distribution of the 
reclaimed water. Improvements to the MCSP WWTP (e.g., additional clarifiers, upgrades to 
the belt filter press, the addition of diffused aeration capacity, and improved instrumentation 
and controls) are authorized under a separate legislative capital improvement plan; this 
funding is not from the SB 1022 infill budgetary authority. Further, as noted on page 3.12-14 
of Volume 3 of the DEIR, CDCR would provide funding for the cost of operating the 
proposed new offsite spray fields. 

L14-2 The desire for a regional wastewater system is noted. Please refer to Response to 
Comment L9-1. As discussed, CDCR’s WWTP at MCSP is fully functional; it only requires 
minor modifications (connection) to accept flows from the new infill facility and to increase 
mechanical reliability. CDCR believes it would not be cost effective for CDCR to abandon its 
existing WWTP to instead participate in a regional plant. 

L14-3 As stated in the DEIR, placement of a temporary construction entrance centered on the 
prison’s existing maintenance gate opening would be limited to the construction period. 
CDCR does not intend to have a second permanent entrance to MCSP. Temporary 
restriping of the intersection of SR 104 and Castle Oaks Drive would occur (Exhibit 2-6 in 
Volume 3 of the DEIR) pursuant to Caltrans encroachment permit requirements. In response 
to community concerns associated with a traffic signal, the infill construction contractor will 
provide manual traffic control (e.g., flaggers, portable electronic signage, temporary 
directional barriers, etc.) for the duration of construction. Operation of this temporary 
construction entrance will be coordinated with the City of Ione’s police services, CalTrans, 
the California Highway Patrol, and Amador County Sheriff. 

L14-4 The commenter’s desire that CDCR use local contractors for the construction of this facility 
is noted. No specific comments addressing the environmental analysis were raised. CDCR’s 
process for retaining contractors, including outreach, would be addressed outside the CEQA 
process. 

L14-5 The commenter’s gratitude and offer of a contact are noted. 
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Letter  
L15 

Response 
 Fred Buderi, City of Vacaville 

August 19, 2013 
 

L15-1 The commenter provides introductory information. The commenter’s description of proposed 
facilities is accurate. 

L15-2 Submission of NOP comments is noted. Please refer to Responses to Comments L15-3 
through L15-25. 

L15-3 Wastewater flows associated with the project are anticipated to be within the existing 
agreement, as discussed in Impact 3.12-2 in Volume 5 of the DEIR. If the CMF/SOL Infill 
Site alternative is adopted, CDCR would seek to amend the JPA to reflect the proposed 
project. However, it is important to note that the proposed flows at CMF/SOL, inclusive of a 
level II infill correctional facility, would be less than historic flows at CMF/SOL.  

L15-4 The site plan for the CMF/SOL Infill Site is provided in Exhibit 2-3 of Volume 5 of the DEIR. 
As described on page 2-4 of Volume 5 of the DEIR, Section 3.3, “Description of Proposed 
Project,” of Chapter 3 in Volume 1, provides a detailed description of the single, level II infill 
correctional facilities, including the housing units, support facilities, staffing, parking, 
operations, lighting, security, and construction schedule. Please refer to Section 3.3 of 
Volume 1 for a full description of these project elements, which are common to all of the 
potential infill sites. Within Volume 1, square footage, information regarding building 
elevations, and parking availability are provided. This information was presented in Volume 
1 because it is consistent throughout all of the potential infill sites and in the interest of not 
repeating information. This information is adequate for evaluation of the proposed project. 

L15-5 CDCR acknowledges the City’s development impact fees. Please refer to Response to 
Comment L11-3 for an explanation of CDCR’s obligations to pay fees to local agencies 
through a locally-established fee program.  

L15-6 Please refer to Response to Comment L14-4. Potential impacts related to land use conflicts 
and recreational uses were evaluated in the DEIR. Please refer to Sections 3.8, “Land Use, 
Agriculture, and Forestry Resources,” and Section 3.10, “Public Services,” of Volume 5 of 
the DEIR. Additionally, the DEIR included visual simulations to determine if conflicts with the 
views from the surrounding neighborhood could occur and concluded that impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. It is important to note that because the proposed project would 
be located on a site dedicated to correctional facilities, the proposed project would not result 
in a change of use; there is little potential to create any new land use conflicts. However, the 
DEIR evaluated in detail potential conflicts associated with correctional facilities being 
located more proximate than existing facilities to the surrounding neighborhood. As 
described therein, impacts were determined to be less than significant with the exception of 
visual impacts, which were found to be significant and unavoidable. 

L15-7 Please refer to Master Response 1, Public Outreach and Public Review Period. CDCR 
exceeded CEQA noticing requirements for public review of both the NOP and the DEIR. No 
additional notification for the CEQA process is considered necessary. 

L15-8 The Level II Infill site will not include a vehicular or pedestrian connection between the 
prison and Keating Park. As shown on Exhibits 3.11-3 and 3.11-4, the infill site is not 
expected to add traffic to the California Drive/Alamo Lane intersection at the entrance to 
Keating Park (project traffic is expected to use Alamo Drive rather than California Drive). 
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Visitor traffic on weekends is also expected to use Alamo Drive and Peabody Road, 
because they provide more direct connections from I-80 to the proposed access locations to 
the infill site (on Peabody Road). It is unlikely that visitors would park their cars at Keating 
Park and walk to the infill site because the park is more than 1.5 miles from the proposed 
entrance locations to the infill site, and there is no sidewalk on the prison side of California 
Drive and Peabody Road. Therefore, no significant transportation effects to Keating Park 
are expected to occur as a result of implementing the CMF/SOL Infill Site alternative. 

L15-9 CEQA does not provide for a response to comments received on the NOP. Rather, CEQA 
requires the lead agency to consider the comments during preparation of the DEIR. CDCR 
did consider the request made by the City of Vacaville Fire Department (VFD), however due 
to security concerns and CDCR’s need to ensure the safety of any pick-ups by VFD but also 
VFD personnel as well, establishment of a single point of pick-up was not considered 
feasible. As noted in the DEIR, the existing level of response provided by VFD to CMF and 
SOL is considered adequate and would be expected to continue with the operation of a 
single, level II infill correctional facility at the infill site.  

L15-10 Effects associated with increased impervious surfaces at the CMF/SOL Infill Site are 
addressed in Impact 3.7-2, Stormwater System Impacts, of Volume 5 of the DEIR. As 
described, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level after implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 3.7-2. As noted in Impact 3.7-2 and as required by Mitigation Measure 
3.7-2, CDCR would design and construct onsite detention facilities to accommodate existing 
flows already handled at the infill site, as well as additional flows resulting from the proposed 
project. All flows from CDCR property would be at or below pre-project flows; therefore, 
modifications to the City’s existing detention basin and the rest of the City storm drain 
system would not be required.  

L15-11 As described in the first paragraph of Impact 3.12-1, Impacts on Water Supply, of Volume 5 
of the DEIR, the “average daily water demand factor of 150 gpd per inmate … encompasses 
potable water demands for the entire facility, including landscaping and staff demands.” 
CDCR has always developed its water use estimates factoring all institutional uses (inmates, 
staff, landscaping, etc.) and incorporating this data into a per-inmate number.  

L15-12 In response to this comment, the text on page 3.7-5 of Volume 5 of the DEIR has been 
modified as follows. This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR and 
recirculation would not be required.  

Groundwater used domestically by the City of Vacaville comes from 13 12 wells, 12 
10 of which withdraw water from the deep aquifer in the basal zone of the Tehama 
Formation. 

L15-13 In response to this comment, the text on page 3.7-6 of Volume 5 of the DEIR has been 
modified as follows. This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR regarding the 
significance of environmental impacts. 

Currently, approximately 6,650 5,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) is withdrawn. The 
estimated safe sustainable yield is 8,000 AFY, which can be increased to 10,000 
9,000 short term AFY in dry years (SCWA and Solano Agencies 2004). (Source: 
2010 Urban Water Management Plan).  

L15-14 In response to this comment, the text on page 3.12-3 of Volume 5 of the DEIR has been 
modified as follows. This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR regarding the 
significance of environmental impacts. 
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Currently As of 2010, approximately 5,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater is 
withdrawn. Vacaville is continuing to explore well field expansion as a means of 
maintaining adequate water supply. 

L15-15 The following text is added to page 3.12-7 of Volume 5 of the DEIR, below the discussion of 
Recycle Water. This change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR regarding the 
significance of environmental impacts. 

SBx7-7 Water Use Targets 

In February 2008, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger introduced a plan for improving 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, a component of which is to achieve a 20 percent 
reduction in per capita water use statewide by the year 2020. In November 2009, 
Senate Bill 7-7 (SBx7-7) was signed into law, addressing urban and agricultural 
water conservation. SBx7-7 requires water suppliers to calculate baseline per capita 
water use and per capita water use targets for 2015 and 2020 in the 2010 UWMP. 
The City determined that the 2020 per capita water use target is 166 gallons per 
capita per day (City of Vacaville 2011).  

L15-16 The text on page 3.12-7 of Volume 5 of the DEIR is modified as follows. This change does 
not alter the conclusions of the DEIR regarding the significance of environmental impacts. 

Recycled Water 
Preliminary planning estimates indicate that recycled water will be available for 
delivery in 2020. Recycled water is a 100 percent reliable source of non-potable 
water and is completely independent of hydrologic conditions. Therefore, the City 
anticipates that this source will be 100 percent available during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry years. However, there are hydrological factors that may limit the 
availability of the full allocation. 

L15-17 The footnotes in Table 3.12-6 of Volume 5 of the DEIR applies to both years 2005 and 2006, 
which exceeded the 560 afy City water allocation to CMP/SOL. The source of footnote b is 
derived from California Prison Health Care Receivership Corporation’s 2009 California 
Health Care Facility Vacaville Draft Water Distribution System Master Plan, as prepared by 
Nolte Associates. 

L15-18 Please refer to Response to Comment L15-3. 

L15-19 CDCR would comply with the City’s request for sewer modeling, if it approves the project at 
CMF/SOL. 

L15-20 SBx7-7 does not apply to the Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project EIR as CDCR does 
not qualify as a water supplier under the bill. That said, CDCR is committed to reducing 
water consumption and, as noted on page 3-13 of Volume 1 of the DEIR, any facilities 
constructed as part of the proposed project would achieve LEED Silver standards or greater. 
These standards require extensive use of water conservation measures. 

L15-21 Please refer to Response to Comment L15-11. No modification of the analysis of the DEIR 
is necessary as a result of this comment.  

L15-22 The text on page 4-14 of Volume 5 of the DEIR has been modified as follows. This change 
does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR regarding the significance of environmental 
impacts. 
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The wastewater flows of the existing CMF and SOL, the newly established 64-
Bed ICF, and the proposed level II Infill correctional facility is estimated to 
1,367,480 1,335,222 gpd. 

L15-23 Corrections to Table 3.12-9 of Volume 5 of the DEIR have been made as follows. This 
change does not alter the conclusions of the DEIR regarding the significance of 
environmental impacts. 

Table 3.12-9 Summary of Total Normal Year  
Water Supply and Demand (afy) in Five Year Increments 

Demand 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Projected City of Vacaville Demand 17,887 18,748 19,609 20,344 

Projected CDCR Demand 945 945 945 945 
Total Demand 18,832 19,693 20,554 21,289 

Supply-Normal Year 

Total City of Vacaville Supply 34,173  
30,853 

36,053 
32,723 

37,853 
34,508 

39,753 
36,393 

Total Solano Project Supply (CDCR) 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 

Total Supply-Norm Years 35,373 
32,053 

37,253 
33,923 

39,053 
35,708 

40,953 
37,593 

Surplus (Supply minus Demand, Normal 
Years) 

16,541 
13,221 

17,560 
14,230 

18,499 
15,154 

19,664 
17,696 

Supply-Multi Dry Years 

Total City of Vacaville Supply 30,245 
28,424 

35,745 
30,194 

38,585 
31,929 

39,234 
33,692 

Total Solano Project Supply (CDCR)  1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 

Total Supply-Norm Years 31,445 
29,624 

36,945 
31,394 

39,785 
33,129 

40,434 
34,892 

Surplus (Supply minus Demand Multi-Dry 
Years) 

12,613 
10,792 

17,252 
11,701 

19,231 
12,575 

19,145 
13,603 

Source: Solano County Water Agency 2010; Compiled by Ascent Environmental 2013. 

 

L15-24 Because the City is not allowed to ask the reason someone has moved to Vacaville, as stated 
by the commenter, it is impossible to determine an increase in population resulting from new 
residents that are the family of new inmates. Impact 3.4-1, Substantial Population Growth and 
Impact 3.4-2, Increased Demand for Housing in Volume 5 of the DEIR, provide a good-faith 
effort at analyzing and projecting an increase in employment, population, and housing that 
would occur as a result of implementation of the Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project at 
the CMF/SOL infill site. Without evidence to support a substantial increase in population 
resulting from implementation of the Level II Infill Correctional Facilities Project, re-calculation 
of population projections within the City of Vacaville cannot be considered and is not required. 
The analysis was prepared on the best information available. 

 In addition, as discussed in the last paragraph on page 3.4-4 of Volume 5 of the DEIR, 
“[p]opulation and employment growth associated with implementation of the proposed Level 
II Infill Correctional Facilities Project would not, in and of itself, result in significant 
environmental impacts.” Section 8 housing availability is a socioeconomic effect, which is 
not subject to CEQA analysis (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131[a]).  

L15-25 Contact information for the City of Vacaville is noted.  
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Letter  
L16 

Response 
 Marilyn Ponseggi, City of Chula Vista 

August 19, 2013 
 

L16-1 The DEIR did evaluate the potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed project, including an 
evaluation from representative viewpoints. Viewpoint 5, shown on Exhibits 3.13-1 (page 
3.13-4) and 3.13-6 (page 3.13-9) of Volume 2 of the DEIR, are considered to represent and 
provide a basis for the evaluation of potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed project from 
both eastern Chula Vista and Otay Valley Regional Park. As described therein, because of 
undulating topography and vegetation, the existing RJD facilities, behind which the 
proposed project would be located, are barely discernible. Further, as noted on page 3.13-
13, implementation of the proposed project, in light of existing correctional institutions and 
other development, would not result in a substantial adverse effect to long distance views, 
including those from eastern Chula Vista and Otay Valley Regional Park. 

L16-2 With regard to policies outlined in the Otay Valley Regional Park (OVRP) Concept Plan, 
page 13 states that, “[a]doption of this Concept Plan does not result in modification of 
existing jurisdictional boundaries, change existing zoning or land use plans or add new 
development regulations. However, it may be necessary for each jurisdiction to adopt 
amendments to General, Community and Specific Plan, as well as rezone land to be 
consistent with the Concept Plan Elements as they are acquired or developed by the public 
agencies.”  

 Volume 2 of the DEIR provides an evaluation of potential conflicts with planning efforts 
associated with the RJD Infill Site. As stated on page 3.8-6, “[t]he RJD Infill Site is located 
entirely within CDCR property, and development of the infill site would be consistent with the 
existing land use designation and zoning for the greater RJD property, as outlined in the 
County of San Diego Otay Subregional Plan.” Because the OVRP Concept Plan, as stated 
above, does not change existing zoning or land use plan or add new development 
regulations, it is not applicable to considerations of conflicts with planning efforts. 
Furthermore, CDCR is not subject to the goals, policies, and ordinances of local agencies. 
With respect to visual compatibility, please refer to Response to Comment L16-1 above. 
Development at the infill site would be located behind RJD from the perspective of OVRP 
and would be visually similar to the existing RJD and County jail facilities. As such, it would 
be considered to be consistent with existing visual characteristics in the area within the 
same view and would not create issues of visual incompatibility. 

L16-3 Section 3.13, “Visual Resources,” in Volume 2 of the DEIR provides five viewpoints 
(described on page 3.13-3 in Volume 2 of the DEIR). Viewpoint 5 is located within the City of 
Chula Vista from the corner of Eastlake Parkway and Hunte Parkway, in the Otay Ranch 
planned community. With consideration of these viewpoints, the environmental analysis 
addresses the potential degradation of scenic vistas, visual character impacts, and light and 
glare impacts. These impacts were determined to be less than significant because the level 
II correctional facility would be of similar character as surrounding institutional uses, as 
viewed from the Otay Ranch planned community as well as other, much closer, viewpoints 
(i.e., Viewpoints 1 – 4). The effects on visual resources from views within Eastern Chula 
Vista (e.g., Eastlake, Otay Ranch, Rolling Hills Ranch, etc.) would be the same as discussed 
in the Visual Resources section of Volume 2 of the DEIR.  

L16-4  Comment noted.  
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Letter  
L17 

Response 
 Annesley Ignatius, San Bernardino County Department of Public Works 

August 19, 2013 
 

L17-1 The commenter is correct that CIM was not evaluated at a level equal to the other four sites 
due to issues related to the need for additional study of infrastructure capacity. Should CIM 
be selected for development and further evaluation, CDCR will provide a copy of the 
subsequent analysis to San Bernardino County. 


